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The Egyptian Foreign Minioter has twice appesled 
to the United Kingdom authorities to ensure that the Security 
Council debate is not embittered by an exchange of eccueations 
between the United Kingdom and Egyptian delegates. ‘The 
Egyptian Government are also evidently nervous of the effect 
in Egypt of an unfavourable resolution, Fawzi alleged that 
the United Kingdom is elready regerded as the prime mover, and 
thet irrespective of who sponsored the resolution, the United 
Kingdom would be blamed to the detriment of the already 
G@elicate state of Anglo-Egyptian relations, 
Ze The United Kingdom Government have instructed Sir 
R. Stevenson to tell Fawzi that the igyptians have only 
themselves to blame, (a) through flouting the 1951 Resolution, 
(ob) by their further measures; that the United Kingdom have no 
intention of failing to state these facts in the Security 


Council because of Anglo-Egyptian relations, for whose 


delicate state the Egyptians are responsible because of their 


public statements about the United Eingedom anc their failure 
+o preserve law and order; end that while the United Xingdéom 
Government have not been the prime movers and ¢O not propose 
to take a leading part in the debate, their position in the 
Security Council and in the Middle East may well lead them 


to co-sponsor a resolutione 


Office of the High Commissioner 
for the United Kingdom, 

CANBERRA, Ae Co T. 
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SECREI 


FOR THE MINISTER 
Sues Canal ~— Shipping Restrictions 


The Minister of Israel, Mr, Nurock, has forwarded 
Seypt arising out of the following item placed on the Security 
Couneoil agenda by Israel on the 29th January:- 


“Complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning 


(a) enforcement by Ecypt of restrictions on the 
passage of ships trading with Israel through 
the Suez Canal; | 


(bo) interference by Egypt with ships proceeding 
hs sm Isreeli port of Elath on the Gul? of 
AB a". 


26 On 25th Jamary, 1954, the list of coods declared 
contraband by Erypt was extended to "food and all other 
commodities which are likely to strengthen the war potential 

of the Zionists in Pelestine in any wey whatever", Furthermore, 
all goods listed as contraband by Egypt are to be regarded as 
= hdr ag passing Egyot's territory or territorial waters 

n transit. 


36 In brief the attached Israeli paper alleges that 
these acts constitute violations cf the Security Council 
Resolution of the lst September, 1951, and the Eryptian-Israeli 
General Armistice Agreement of the 24th November, 1949. (By 
ita Resolution of lst September, 1951, the Security Council 
considered that Ezypt could not reasonably assert thet it was 
actively belligerent or reauired to exercise the right of "visit, 
search and seizure"; found thet Egypt's restrictions on 
passage in the Canal represented unjustified interference; and 
ealled upon Ecyrt to terminate the restrictions on the passege 
ef internationel commercial shipping and goods through the Suez 
Canal wherever bound and to cease all interference which such 
shipping beyond that essential to the safety of shipping in the 
Canel itself. ) 


4e One reason advanced as to why Israel hes made its 
protest on shipping is its desire to regain the initietive 
against Arab States which it lost as a result of the Kibya and 
Benet Yekov disputes. Egypt has countered by requesting that 
the following item also be placed on the Council agende:- 


"Complaint by Eeyot against Israel concerning violations 
io hires! oF Soe. Navntian-iaraeli General Armistice 
Agreement at the demilitearised sone of El-juja". 

This elleges entering by Isracli forces, attacks on 
Bedouins in the area, and the establishment of Israeli 
settlements. 


5. The U.K. Cabinet on 23rd January decided to — 
support the present Israeli appeal in the Security Council. 
"he U.K. considers that the recent wide extension of the 
tlockade will increase interference with shipping through the 
Canal and lead to black-listing by Egypt of many chips of 
sll flags, trading with the Levent. The U,K. cannot ignore 
this unwarrented attack on ite economy and shipping. 


6. The United Kingdom anticipated that it will be 
ettacked in the Egyptian press for supporting Israel's complaint 


fathers 





SECRET 


feping restrictions tt do not consider the current 
nerotiaticns with Ereyypt are likely to suffer, 


Australion Attitude 


Te Australie made representations to Egypt os early 
as 1948 on the restriction of Canal shipping, while in June 
1951 Australia, U.5.A., U.K., Denmark, llorway, Sweden and 
South Africa made strong protests, Australie expressing the 
Opinion that the Egyptian restrictions were unreasoneble, 


o. In July 1952 Israel decided to take the question 
of the Ezyptian blockade to the Security Council and the 
Israeli Minister in Australie proposed that Australie should 
seek special leave to appear before the Security Council to 
speak on the issue cor, alternatively, urge the U.Z. to take 

a strong line when the question came before the Security 
Council. Austrelia decided not to appear before the Security 
Council on that occasion, 


9. In a recent letter to the Department, Mr, Nurock 
expressed confidence that the Government of Australia would 

be ready to support the stand-point of the present Israeli 
claim and that the Australian delegation to the United Nations 
would be instructed accordingly. it would be consistent with 
the previous Australian attitude to inform Mr. Furock that 
Austrelia is in full agreement with the Israeli protest and 
will let this be known in appropriate quarters. 


(J, Plimsoll) 


Assistant Secretary, 
raphical Regions Division. 





DEUHE| 


about shipping restrictions mt does not consider the 
current negotiations with Eryot are likely to suffer, 


Ti On l2th February the Israeli representetive to 
urged eight non-members of the Security Council 
(Australia, Argentina, Belgium, Canada, Ecuedor, Norway, 
South Africa and Sweden), all of which have an important 
interest in werld trade, to take urgent action to make 
their views known to Security Council Members and others 
by means of public statements and fsr diplomatic representea- 
tions, by 


Australian Attitude 


Go. Australie made representations to Egypt es early 
as 1945 on the restriction of Canal shipping, while in 
June 1951 Australie, U.S.A., United Kingdom, Denmark, 
Norway, Sweden and South Africae made strong protests, 
Australia expressing the opinion that the Er-yptian 
restrictions were unreasonable, 


9. In duly 195§ Israel decided to take the question 
of the Egyptian blockade to the Security Council and the 
Isreeli Minister in Australia proposed that Australia 
should seek special leave to appear before the Security 
Council to speak on the issue or, alternatively, urge the 
U.E. to take a strong line when the question came before 
the Security Council, Australia decided not to appear 
before the Security Council on that occasion, 


10, In a recent letter to the Department, Mr. Nurock 
expressed confidence that the Govermment of Australia would 

be ready to support the stand=-point af the present Israeli 
claim and that the Australian delegetion to the United Nations 
would be instructed accordingly. It would be consistent 
with the previous Australicn attitude to inform Ph fHurock 
+heat Australia is in full agreement with the Israeli protest 
and will let this be known in eppropriate ouarters, 


a fa BP The chief reason for this is Australian dis- 
satisfaction with Egypt's attitude rather than sympathy 

with Israel. Possibly it may have some effect on the 
Ecyptian attitude to the Canal issue if further pressure 

is added to that already being exerted by the U.S.A. and U.K, 


12. Your meeting with Mr. Nurock would provide a good 
opportunity to refer to the question of the Templars on 
which the Israeli Government is proving disappointingly 
unco-operative. A mote on this question is ettached. 


(J. Plimsoll) 
Assistant Secretary, 


Centrel Branch 
FHS:1038 


16.2.54 
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Addressed Canberre 425 repested New York 7. 
‘yom External. 
Egyptian Blockade of Israel. 


New York's telegram 112 to 


C.H.0. Savingrem Y65 11th Mebruar 
United Kin-dom position. Wa could cable 


Further detsile in our memorandum 


14th February, 1954, 
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\ \TSRARLT COMMENT OW THE SECURITY COUNCIL DISCUSSIONS 
"a ~ —— 4 = Ftp ake 
4 oS wt? At 
| a ‘Role e Wasmner, in a commentary broadcast by the Israels radio in Hungaritan 
on the day the Security Council opened its debate on Israel's complaint concerning 
_ ‘geyptian restrictions on shipping, reviewed tho history of the dispute and concluded: 
| "pritish and US diplomacy forces a clear choice: thay will oither enforce 
‘tho UN Charter, tho principies of international law and the ruling of the Security 
Council, thus saving the prestige of this international forumy or else they will 
sacrifice all this and the UN to preserve their policy of appeasing the Arabs. 
‘qhere in no third way. ‘The USSR also has to consider that furkey, watchful over 
the Bosporus, is in a position to blockade shipping to and from fhe Black Stts oa 
However pleasant Esypt!s smile may appear to the state Department snd to the great 
Eastern Power, it can therefore be hoped that in this issue ee the aay . 
of the Ut, nor the opvtous interests of the great Fowers, will be sacrificed to it.’ 
‘(Israel in Hungarian 19,00, 4.2.54) 


Zeley Laquenr discussed Isracl!s complaint and the probable ettitude one 
‘great Powers 4n a commentary broadcast in Hebrew after the 18,0 news bulletin ams 
February (1.0., after the procedural discussion on Eeypt!s counter-complaint abou 
= ae Snot 4tdeg near Auje). The main passages of his talk were: 


ss wentoht the Socurity Council will begin a debate on Israel's complaint — 
a ey camer a letra tian steer to crt 
p ecounter-weight in the proceedings yesterday led to prolonged discussions on 
matters of procedure, The Egyptian complaint is ridiculous, ee no 
mood to talk about it. It should be pointed out that in August 1951, when 
matters concerning the Suez Canal were discussed, thea Ecyptian renrenentetLyes 
resorted to siniisr arguments to justify the closing of the Suez Canal to ships 


National Archives of Australia NAA: A1838, 163/11/24/1 PAR 





ae: < 
ates Sek ae At that time, the Egyptians talked about the expulsion 
; god Israeli attecks in tha fujo region, 
The legal situation with regard to tho right of passage through the Suez 
Canal 4s absolutely cloar, as the Soourity Council declared two years and a haift 
QE0e The Egyptians claim that the maritime blockade is necessary for tho defence 
of Eeypt was rejected, Even if the Convention of Constantinople did not exist, 
Lt would be impossible for a State which is a UN member to prociaim openiy that it 
does not intend to conclude pence with another momber-State,. Even if there were 
no Convention of Constantinople and no UN Charter, a maritime blockade would stili 
be prohibited under international law, — 
The Egyptian rulers, however, have already announced that they would not obey 
the decision of the Security Council. They declared that the Security Council can 
do nothing but note the fact that they refuse to obeys 


By extending the blockade to the island of Tiran, the Egyptians violated 
another obligation, When the Egyptians occupied this island in 1950 they promised 
foreign diplomats in cairo that the occupation of this Saudi Arabian island was 
not intended to hold up shipping to Aqaba and Eylat. 


What attitude will the great Powers adopt in view of such open manifestations 
of continuous aggression? ‘There is no doubt that Israel is in the right, This 
is admitted, for instance, by the Soviet elementary instruction book !Mezhdunarodnoye 
frayo! which, in its latest edition, declares that the Suez Canal must be open to 
ships of all nations in peacetime as well as war and that under no Sin SumeHaueer 
whatever may a blockade be imposed on the Canal, The same book defines the closing 
of the maritime straits by a single power as aggression and violation of inver- 
national law, It 1s obylous that the attitude of Moscow with regard to this 
question has teen determined in advance in favour of international law and against 
those who violate it. It is difficult to explain, therefore, why Vyshinsky 
wefrained from joining the resolution of censure against Egypt which was adopted 
when the same subject was discussed in 1951, 


The Western camp also shows inclinations towards appeasement, The willing- 
ness the American representative showed yesterday to include the ridiculous 
Egyptian protest in the Council's agenda bodes ill. 0n the other hand, it should 
not be forgotten that, in spite of their reluetance to inflict a defeat on the 
Egyptian dictator, the great Powers cannot allow themselves to put up with an 
Esyptian application which restricts freedom of shipping. There is no guarantee 
thet the Cairo Governocne will net impese o blcckade om otller comtries which for 
sca veecon 1% dosas Act like. This will. certainly inécse tac Fowurs to censure 
Egypte « with the oxcoption of those eienents who are onvicusly interested in 
supporting a vinlaticn of internatioas2 law by Egypte 


Hevyertheless, the struggle will be long this time. Tast time the discussions 
lastzd about six weeks, The Egyptians and their friends will certainly resort to 
yorious ruses to obliterate the obyious facts and to delay the decision, Yltimately, 
the Security Counc21 will have to denounce Feyptian ageression because it cannot 
approve of the spreading of a state of anarshy which is 4ndistinguisrable from & 
state of war. (Israel 18.30, 5e2e5t) 


izgmanimt said on 4th February that the Sccurity Council would reach 4 decision 
Frore detailed” then that of September 1951, Other d-fferences were the inclusion in 
Isreells complaint of the interference with shipping at the entrance to the Quif of Eylat 
and the Egyptian orders to open fire and to include foodstuffs among the "banned" 
strategic naterialc. Apparently admitting that their former argument of a "state of 
war" carried no weight fiye years after the Armistice Agreement, the Egyptians now based 
their claim on the 1883 Convention. nut their claim belied tha spirit and latter of this 
Ocnvention, which protided that the Sues Canal should remain open in time of peace and 
var to al] transport and worships, regardless of nationality, It was to be hoped that 
| the Security council would this time not rest content with a mere resolution but would 
“eiye its opinion regarding exact implementation"; tho question concerned not only 
| Tepael!s interests but the Council!s prestige, (Israel 11,30, e254) 
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reports that the restrictions were to be lifted. At no time 
did the Sgyptian authorities officially announce this although 
in fact theré was 
restrictions. By April 1951 the United Kingdom decided that 
dsepite the recent protest 6 beyptian Govermment had not 
made any appreciable concessians in regard to easing its 
restrictions and began to consider lodging another protest. 
They Were also moved to action by the fact that the Chief of 
Staff (General Riley) of the Mixed Armistice Commission had 
beén unable to justify taking any definite action on the 
Egyptian tactics in the Canal within the terms of the Armistice 
Agreement. 

Through the United Kingdom High Commissionsr in 
Australia it was sucrested that Australia 
interested Commonwealth Govermment represented 
wish to take parallel action with the Unit 

This suggestion was agreeable to us on one condition. 
it Was reported that the United King was considering 
ineluding in its protest a threa 
Eeyotian compliance with the request to remove the restrictions 


there would be an attempt to get the Security Council toa 
censure Egypt for its actions, Australia was. unwilling to 
pe associated Ww ea threat of 

Kingdom later reported that this would not be in the provest. 
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On 31st May the Australian Legation in Cairo sata 


that several countries (the U.K., Denmark, 


South Africa) had already protested, and that france and 


were to follow sult, America ani Holland 
first to take similar action. 
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Che question of the Egyptian blockade to the Sect Gouncil 
in September of the 
Air. Linton, had a 
Department of Externs 
attitude in the matter, Mt. Linton proposed that Australia, 
vitally interested in the freedom of Canal traffic, 
seelc special leave to appear before the Security Col 
Sat in June had been on the seneral cuestion of the 
Canal, and that Australia, not being &@ member 
security Council, would have to consider very carefully 
whether or not it would ask to appe before the Gouncil, 
He added that there were other 
Who had already protested and who were “more than competent” to 
handie the issue, Furthermore, the propriety of 
intervention at that particular time in view of the 


) 


state of affairs in the Middle Hast in general needed 


thought. lim. Linton suggested, too, that. Australia might 
attempt to urge the United zing 
the question came ber 
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The Templars were a German religious community who 
settled in Palestine during the nineteenth century. ng 
the war many of them were interned and brought to Australia, 
Subsequently taking out Australian citizenship. Many more 
are coming to Australia and ultimately the majority will 
settle here. 


During 1949 the Israelis yosted Templar property 
in their Custodian of Anemy Property and in 1950 the 
Legation in Tel Aviv mado representations to the Israelis 
for compensation. This initial approach and all later ones 
were rejected. There the matter rected until 1952, when 
Germany and Israel negotiated an agreement by which the former 
would pay @mpensation for the injuries inflicted by the Nazis 
on the Jewish people. At the same time a supplementary 
agreement was signed under which the Israelis agreed to 
negotiate to settle theTemplar claim Negotiations began in 
7953, an Australian observer being present. 


The negotiations have now reached the point at 
which the Israelis reject the Govermment of Palestine'’s estimate 
of the value of tho property; identify the Templars with the 
Nazis; and maintain that much of the property was destroyed 
during the 1948 Jew—Arab war. The Israel attitude is 
unreasonable and it is likely that resort to a mediator will 
be necessary. In the meantime the German Foreign Office 
has protested to the head of the Israel Mission in Germany. 
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{This document It the property of Her Molesty’s Government in Now Zeoland) 


ey ad 


High Commissioner for Hew Zealand, London 

Minister of External Affairo, Vellington, No.ih6 

l.%. Permanent Rep. to United Nations, New York Hoe? 

9 February 1954 R, 10 Yebruary 1954 
18.15 14 


HosilOn 


Follorinrc summarises Egyptian Goverment‘'s 
pine memoire left at British Embassy, Cairo, on 6th. 
ruary}; 


(a) Egypt considers that a etate of belligerence 
still existe between herself and Israel and 
that she has the richt of inspection and 
seizure of contraband. 


(b) WUeanures adopted by Egypt constitute no 
obstacle to the free use of the Suez Canal 
and do not therefore amount to an infraction 
of the 1886 Convention, 


In a spirit of conciliation and at the request 
of numerous friendly states Egypt had reduced 
¢o the minimum compatible with security ths 
exercise of her right of inspection. Only 

55 out of 32047 vessels have been inspected 
and no goods have been confiscated since 
Jeptember 1, 1951, the date of Security Council 
resolution in the matter. 


The new restrictions mentioned by Israel concern 
only foodstuffs destined for the Israeli arned 
forees but in any case no seizures had in fact 
been made under their provisions. 
(Siened) DEPUTY 
(FP, 806) 


Uinisier of Cxzternal Affaire 
Secretary of External Affairs +AC7IOMU 


10.2254 


mNational Archi 
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The Egyptian Government introduced restrictions on 
shipping through the Sues Canal when fighting broke out in 
May 1945 between the new State of Israel and the Arab States, 
Bgypt took this action as a belligerent, justifying herself 
under Article X of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888, 

Article ZX states that the provisions for free use of the 
eonvention "shall not interfere with the measures which 

it might be necessary to take for securing by their own 

forces the defence of Egypt and the maintenance of public order,' 
Ze The object of the restrictions was to hinder the 
Israeli war effort by preventing necessary supplies from 
reaching Isracl. This meant thst ships of many nationalities 
were offected, and that protests came from all the main 
maritime powers. The restrictions applied to cargoes consigned 
Girectly to Israel (i.e. to an Israeli port); and to cargoes 
consigned to countries other than Israel but suspected of 

being for subsequent transhipment to Israel. 

Under pressure from other countries Erypt agreed to 
some relaxation in regard to the second restriction so long 
as the cargoes concerned were not classified as war materials, 
Later in 1949 there wore further concessions made by Egypt 
coinciding With the end of martial law in that country. 

Ships were allowed to proceed through the Canal no matter 
what their destination or cargo was with the exeeption again 
of war materials (the Egyptian classification "war materials" 
covers a wide range of eared Petroleum, for example, was 
ineluded as a war material so that Israel has to import, at 
considerable annual cost, her petroleum from Latin America 
instead of getting it from Arabia or, formerly Persia. The 
Egyptians were aided in cutting of petroleum supplies to 
Israel by Iraw which prohibited the use of the Basra-Haifa 


pipeline). 





Se Se In June 1950 Ecypt imposed new restrictions which 


were capable of wide interpretation. These were; 

1) Masters of ships had to declare the port at which 
eargo was to be discharged and had to undertake to 
obtain a certificate countersigned by the local 
Egyptian Consul, from the Customs Authority at 
destination, certifying that cargo had been discharged 
there and was for local consumption, 

2) Provisions were to be refused to any vessel which had 
called at an Israeli port since May 1950. 

On hearing protects against these now restrictions Egypt 
maintained that they were designed to facilitate, not hinder, 
the passage of "innocent" ships through the Canal, 

he. Up to this date there heve been no basic changes 
in the Egyptian restrictions, There have been brief periods 
when certain relaxations in the actual enforcing of the 
restrictions have prevailed, but it must be borne in mind that 
the Egyptian Government have never made any official and 
formal announcement that the restrictions were to be lifted, 
What changes there have been can be said to have been changes 
in spirit but not in fact. 


In general, Australian policy has followed that of 
most nations dependent on maritime trade. As such the freedom 
of the Suez Canal is a vital matter to us. 

6» The Australian Goverment first took action in the 
matter in 1946 shen an Australian cargo was involved in the 
restrictions. A strong representation was made to the 
Egyptian Government on our behalf by the United Kingdom Snbassy 


in Cairo, 


7. In the latter part of 1950, with the Egyptian 
restrictions on Canal shipping crowing more severe, it was 
thought that a protest by Australia might add weight to protests 
from other nations. However, after a consultation between the 


Australien and United Kingdom representatives in Cairo, it was 





3- 
considered that an Australian protest would not serve any 
effective purpose. In December 1950 the United Kingdom and 
seven other countries had lodged protests with the Egyptian 
Government, and as a result there were many unsubstantiated 
reports that the restrictions were to be lifted. At no time 
did the Egyptian authorities officially announce this although 
in fact there was a slight and short-lived easing of the 
restrictions. By April 1951 the United Kingdom decided that 
despite the recent protest the Egyptian Government had not 
made any appreciable concessions in regard to easing its 
restrictions and began to consider lodging another protest, 
They Were also moved to action by the fact that the Chief of 
Staff (General Riley) of the Mixed Armistice Commission head 
been unable to justify taking any definite action on the 
Egyptian tactics in the Canal within the terms of the Armistice 
Agreement. 

Through the United Kingdom High Commissioner in 
Australia it was suggested that Australia “as the most 
interested Commonwealth Government represented in Cairo may 
wish to take parallel action with the United Kingdom." 

This suggestion was agreeable to us on ons condition. 
It was reported that the United Kingdom was considering 
including in its protest a threat that 1f there was no 
Egyptian compliance with the request to remove the restrictions 
¢here would be an attempt to get the Security Council to 
censure Egypt for its actions. Australia was unwilling to 
be associated with « threat of censure, and the United 
Kingdom later reported that this would not be in the protest. 

On 71st May the Australian Legation in Cairo said 
that several countries (the U.K., Denmark, Norway, Sweden and 
South Africa) had already protested, and that Prance and Italy 
were to follow suit. America ani Holland both refused at 
first to take similar action, but, after representations 


had been made in Washington by those Governments that had 


protested to Egypt, the State Department reconsidered its 
position and lodged a protest on 4th June. 
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Two weeks later the Australian Minister in Cairo 
was instructed to lodge a formal protest by Australia with the 
Egyptian Government. The protest delivered on 28th June, 
1951, was in the following terms, 

"TJ have the honour to refer to the action taken by 
the Egyptian Government, in imposing certain restrictions on 
the passage of shipping through the Suez Canal. 

The Australian Government has thus far refrained from 
ce any protest to the Egyptian Government against the 
restrictions in question in the belief that the Egyptian 
Goverment was preparing to remove them, Since this belief 
has not been confirmed, however, and since a number of nations 
which like Australia are vitally interested in the unhindsred 
passage of merchant shipping through the Suez Canal have been 
moved to protest against the restrictions the Australian 
Government feels bound to ensure that continued silence on its 
part will not be open to the interpretation that it condones the 
measures at present being enforeed by the Egyptian Covernnent. 

In order therefore that there should be no 
misunderstanding of the Australian attitude on this matter, I 
am to inform Your Excellency that the Australian Goverment 
regards the restrictions in question as unreasonabie and as 
4nconsistent with the provisions of Suez Canal Convention of 
29th October, 1888, and must protest against their continued 
application * 

8. There were certain drawbacks to our action. One 

was the matter of timing and the fact that no Australian 
eargoes had met recently with any interference, Another was 
the wish of appearing to be acting in "collusion with other 
governments at the behest of the United Kingdom and the United 
States". On the other hand, however, it was felt that further 
delay in making 2 protest might be interpreted as indicating 
Australian acknowledgement of "the propriety of the Egyptian 
action." 

On 41th October, 1951 a letter from the United 
Kingdom informed us that according to UK legal opinion there 
was some doubt that Egypt's actions in restricting Canal 
shipping could be accurately called "inconsistent with the 
provisions of the Susz Canal Convention" of 1686. It was 
admitted, however, that sgypt had left itself open by 
maintaining the restrictions for 50 Longe 
9. fhe Australian Minister in Cairo reported that the 


reaction of the Egyptian Foreign Minister was thalaespite all 


the protests there would be no change in the Egyptian attitudes, 


| ude 
In July 1951, after Israel had decided to take 
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the gusstion of the Egyptian blockade to the Security Council 
in September of the year, the Ieracii Minister in Australia, 
Mr. Linton, had a conversation with the Secretary of the 
Department of External Affairs, Mr. Watt, on Australia's 
attitude in the matter. Mr. Linton proposed that Australia, 
as a country vitally interested in the freedom of Canal traffic, 
might seek apecial leave to appear before the Security Council 
to speak on the issue. Mr. Watt replied that the Australian 
protest in June hed been on the general question of the principle 
of a free Canali, and that Australia, not being a member of the 
Security Council, would hays to consider very carefully 
whether or not it would asx to appear before the Council. 

He added that there were other members of the Council 

WHo had already protested ani who were "more than competent” to 
handle the issue, Furthermore, the propriety of Australian 
intervention at that particular time in view of the current 
state of affairs in the Middle East in general needed careful 
thought. Mx, Linton suggested, too, that Australia might 
attempt to urge the United Kingdom to take a strong line when 
the question came berore the Security Council, 

11. Australia's reluctance to comply with the suggestion 
ef the Israel Government was understood by the United Kingdom 
It wae felt that the U.K. delegation to the Security Council 
econld achieve a majorityfor any resolution it might wish to 
sponsor, Accordingly, the Australian Mission to %™ was 
dustructed that in all circumstances we did not wish to appear 


before the Gouncil. Another reason tor Australia's 


reluctance at the Israeli proposal was again the desire not to 


appear to be acting collusion with any eountriesagainst Egypt. 
42. On ist September 1951 a resolution, sponsored by the 
United Kingdom, France and the United States, was passed in the 
Security Council calling upon Egypt to terminate its 
restrictions on the passage of ships through the Sues Canal 
whatever their destinations or cargoes may b@. 

13. The Egyptian Government, after the passing of the 


Council's resolution, announced that it was unable to comply © 
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it. In thie attitude they later received the support of other 
Arab States (especially Iraq and Jordan) and the situation 
remained at a virtual stalemate until the middle of 1952. 

By 1952 Egypt, in an attempt to improve foreign felations 

made some relaxation in the restrictions. Cargoes to and from 
Israel, provided the Egyptian authorities were satisfied that 
they were not war materials were allowed through the Canal. 

14, On 28th July 1952, Mr. Linton again saw Mr. Watt on 
the Sues Canal issue, This was part of a general Israeli 
policy to gain as much support as possible from all interested 
nations in an attempt to force Ecypi to comply with the Security 
Council resolution of 1951. Mr. Linton reminded Hr, Watt that 
Egypt had taken no action and thereby was damaging the prestige 
of the Security Council. He asked whether Australia could take 
any appropriate action to achieve the lifting of renatrictions. 
Mr. Watt was of the opinion that at that time there was no 
effective course of action to be taken by Australia, and that 
all that could be dons was to continus to watch the position 
closely. 

15« Until the latter part of 1953 there were several 
incidents of detaining ships using the Canal, but no definite 
statements by the Government on new restrictions, A memorandum 
from Cairo (23rd December 19535) informed us that the Egyptian 
Gabinet, following auniversal Arab policy of tightening up the 
economic boycott on Israel, announced new restrictions, 

By these restrictions “food and all other commodities which are 
likely to strengthen the war potential of the Zionists in 
Palestine in any way whatever” are to be confiscated, although 
tourist traffic is not to be hindered, 
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BOYCOTT REGULATIONS 

| Gamo, Feb. §—Egypt announced new rules 
toalay for the blacklisting of ships. which 
‘onare the Arab boycott of Israel. Ships on 
‘the fist are denied all port facilities in Egypt. 
though they may tse the Suez Canal. so for 
Egypt has blacklisted’ 99 ships, including 
‘British, American, and Swed sh vessels—8l of 
them oil tankers—alleged to have taken oil oF} 
“war contraband goods “to Israel. 

The Egyptian regional office for the boycott 
said that ships would be taken off the black 
\list if their owners OT agents undertook to 
icomply with the bovcotr regulations, but if] 

thew violated the rules again they would be 
| permanently blacklisted. No ships passing) 
‘through Arab ports may visit Israel ports from 
ihe time they leave home until the ime | hey 
return, except world tourist ships. | 
Officials to-day discussed schemes for the] 


|SeRercan ren Jordan valley waters with [wo 


' =; a = aA v4 + as - Ee 
American representatives of the Tennesse 
ae, ete at a —_ oa : 7 ji 
Valley Authority.— —Reuler. 
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OF LETTER FROM 
= y “= Be a 1 i miata , le 5 F 
C6 )| 5 AUSTRALIAN MISSION TO UNITED NATIONS 
4810 EMPIRE STATE BUILDING. NEW YORK 1, N. ¥ 


9th Februery, 1954. 


File No. 157/3/6 So) ieee 


Memorandum Wo, 209/54 


The Searetary, 
Department of External Affairs, 
Canberre, A.C.T. 


With reference to previous correspondence concerning the ebove 
subject, attached ars copies of ths following documents which were 
received this morning from the Israeli Delegation: 


(1) Full text of a letter submitted by Ambassador Eban 
on the 4th February to the President of the Security 
Council concerning the Egyptian complaint against 
Israel. 


(2) A copy of the statement made by Ambassador Eban on 
the Suez Ganal Blockade before the Security Council 
on the 4th February, 1954, 
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(O, T. Moodie) 


EXTERNAL APPAIRS OFFICER 


¥V12/39 


Scoret 


Memo. No. .A0 2/54 


SORA for: The Secretary, 
Department of External Affairs, 
Canberra, A,C,T, 


tian Blockade of Israel 


| i refer to C,N,0, telegram Y.46 dated 2nd February 
and subsequent develonments in the Security Council on this 
question, 


in informal discussion on 4th February with Roger 
Allen, Assistent Under Secretary supervising Middle Eastem 
Affairs in the Foreign Office, he said it was felt in the Foreign 
Office that the Israelis certainly had to be supported in their 
request to have the matter placed on the Security Council agendas, 
He also thought that the Egyptian claim that her actions were based 
upon her status as a belligerent had no foundation and therefore 
that the Israelis would probably be supported, * “ATlen dia not 
specifically comment on the question of shipping proceeding to 
Elath in the Gulf of Acaba. 


Allen did not think that the Israclis would overplay 
their hand in the Security Council or insist upon getting a 
resolution which countries like the United Kingdom or United 
States could not support, Ee seemed fairly sure that they would 
be content with a resolution in moderate terms. In the course 
of his remarks Allen referred to a resolution condemning Egyptian 
actions but he did not appear to be using the temn in the strictest 
sense, 


In further discussion on 9th February with Ledward, 
Assistant Head of the African Department (who will shortly be 
leaving for the British Embassy in Tokyo) he said the Israelis 
had a good case and he expected instructions would be sent to 
the United Kingdom delegation in New York that evening, agre#ing 
im principle to support the Isreelis, provided almys that they 
did not ask for too mich from the Security Council. The instructions 
would make clear the Foreign Office view that Egypt had no case to 
be considered exercising belligerent rights, and that she had failed 
to observe the Security Council resolution of 1951, Ledward doubted 
whether the Suez Canal convention was a good point to rely on since 
it did not appear thet there had been a specific violation of the 
conditiona of the convention by the Egyptians. With regard to the 
Gulf of Aqaba, Ledward said further legal examination had demon- 
strated clearly that the Egyptians had no justification for inter 


it 
_ 


fering with ehipping, even if in Egyptian territorial waters, tnices 


L¢ could be shom that such shipping was not on legitimate business. 
Ledward said detailed handling of the case would be left 
to the delegation in New York. If a modernte resolution had to be 
introduced, there wan no ification yot what countries might sponsor 
it. The United States had not yot made up their sinds what they 
would do and thelr position was sot an clear cut as the United 
Kingdos's, Ledward doubted whether it would be desirable for any 
resolution specifically to condemn the Egyptians but that i. wo i 
be preferable to us¢ a somewhat ail d ter hile still conveying 
clearly that the Egyptians were at fault. He 71 the way 
wach New Zealand Ambassador Munroe had handled the matter 
came before the Security Council for preliminary anaetd 
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Seerot Py Ith February, 1954, 
Mew, No, e544 Lod/s 


MBORANDUM for ; The Secretary, 
Department: of External Affairs, 
Canberra, A,C,T, 


Egyptian Blockade of Israel 


i refer to C.ii.0. telegram Y.46 dated 2nd February 
and subsegusnt developments in the Security Council on this 
question, 


In informal discussion on 4th February vith Roger 
Allen, Assistant Under Secretary supervising Middle Eastem 
Affairs in the Foreign Offices, he said it was felt in the Foreign 
Office that the Israelis certainly had to be supported in their 
request to have the matter placed on the Security Council agenda. 
He alrs thought that the Egyptian claim that her actions were based 
upon her status as a belligerent had no foumfation and therefore 
that the Israclis would probably be supported, ” “Ci‘len did not 
specifically comment on the question of shipp proceeding to 
Elath in the Gulf of Aqaba. 


Allen did not think that the Iaraelis would overplay 
their hand in the Security Council or insist upon getting a 
resolution which countries like the United Kingdom or United 
States could not support. He seemed fairly sure that they would 
be content with a resolution in moderate terms. In the course 
of his remarks Allen referred to a resolution condewning Egyptian 
actions but he did not appear to be using the term in the strictest 
sense, 


In further disoussion on 9th February with Ledward, 
Assistant Head of the African Department (who will shortly be 
leaving for the British Embassy in Tokyo) he said the Israclis 
had a good case and he expected instructions would be sent to 
the United Kingdom delegation in New York that evening, agresing 
in principle to support the Israelis, provided alwys that they 
did not ask for too moch from the Security Council, ‘the instructions 
would make clear the Foreign Office view that Egypt had no case to 
be considered exercising belligerent rights, and that she had failed 
to observe the Security Council resolution of 1951. Ledward doubted 
whether the Suez Canal convention was a good point to rely on since 
it did not appear that there had been a specific violation of the 
conditions of the convention by the Egyptians, ‘ith regard to the 
Gulf of Aqaba, Ledward said further legal examination had demon- 
strated clearly that the Egyptians had no justification for inter 
fering with shipping, even if in Egyptien territorial waters, unless 
it could be showm that such shipping was not on legitimate business. 


Ledward sald detailed handling of the case would be left 
to the delegation in New York. If a moderate resolution had to be 
introduced, there was no indication yet what countries might sponsor 
4%, The United States had not yet made up their minds what they 
would do and their position was not os clear out as the United 
Kingdom's, Ledward doubted whether it would be desirable for any 
resolution specifically te condemn the Egyptians but that it would 
be prefernble to use a somewhat mild term while still conveying 
clearly that the Egyptians were at fault. fe praised the my in 
which New Zealand Ambasaador Munroe had han‘led the satter when it 
cane before the Security Council for prelisinary ‘iscussion. 


We are forwarding = topy of this s=corandum to the Australian 
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Sth Pebruary, 19594 


i em dipeoted by the High Comnissioner to say 
that the United Singedom suthoritics have been informed 
Dy the Israeli Acbasaesdor in London that his 
Government proposes to raise in the Security Council 
the question of recent Ecyptien intensification of 
their blockade of Isreel, The Ambassador hos asked 
for United Eingiom support. 


This wide extonsion of the blockade which is 
glready being enforced will increase interference with 
shipoing through the Sues Canal and lead to black- 
listing by Egypt of many ships, of all flags, trading 
with the Levant. The United FKinedom suthorities are 
also concermed et the possible effect on the boycott 
policy of other Arab League States if this extension 
of the Egyptien blockade should pass uncensored, 


The United Eingdom suthorities have previously 
discouraged references back to the Security Council 
by Ieracl of this question but they can hardly ignore 
thie unverranted attack on her economy and shipping 
\‘@hile there remsins no prospect of the maritime 
' pewers taking any concerted action on frecdom of 
neviceetion through the Canal on the lines rejected 
by the United States in July. Although the 
United Kingdom would be attacked in the Egyptian 
oress for supporting Israel's complaint the United 
Kincdom authorities consider that the current 
negotiations with Egrpt are wilikely to suffer, 


In the circumstances, they feel that they 

(| shoul4 support the Israeli appeal in the Security 
Council, They have consulted the State Department 

| end ere awaiting their views, 


The Austrelien High Commissioner in London 
has been informed end a copy of this letter is being 
sent to the Secretary, Department of External 
Affairs. 

I em, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


(8.3.0, Fingland) 


The Secretary, 
Prime Winister's Departsent, 
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Refer nce is made to the Legation's telegram No,))6 of 3rd 
February, 195). 


Eeypt's attitude to Israel's complaint to the Security Council 
was explained by the Ecyptian Foreign Minister to the British and 
American Ambassadors in Caire on 30th January, On Ist "Yabruary the 
Foreign Vinister also explained the attitude to the diplomatic 
representatives in Cairo of France, India, Chine, Denzark, 1.5.5.8.) 
Turkey, the jebenon and Brasil. 


The substance of Dr, Fawsy's explanation was telegraphed to the 
Department. It is understood that in addition the Forsign Minister 
pointed out that Erypt was not required to facilitate the supply and 
arming of a state with which she wes still at war and the nature of her 
blockade had many precedents, such as the blockade of Commmist China, 
Tt is unierstood also that when talking of the Treaty of Constantinople: 
the Foreicn Minister quoted Articles 10 of that .greement, tm article 
frequently referred to by the Egyptian Government in the past, 


Last week the Cairo press devoted much spare to dascribing 
Tsraal's complaint to the Security Council as a bletant British trick 
by which the United Kingdom was attempting to incite other countries 
against Egypt. The press also cldmed that International Law and 
practice recognised Eeypt's richt to search ships bound fer Israel 
and to confiscate "contraband", This description of this complaint 
wag categorically denied in London with the commnt that if any 
usefcl purpose was envisaged by the United Kingdom, shs had her om 
representative upon the Security Council who was quite able to 
sponser resolutions, 


o Sth February the Mnited States 
had mot committed itself to the position it would take when Israel's 
complaint was discussed by the Security Councils althourh it did not 
intend to disesufide Israel from introducing resolution. It is “leo 
anderstcod that the United States has approached Egypt and pointed out 
thet the Eevotian Goevernecnt's failure to vive effect to the ini ted 
Nationa resolution of 1951 upon the subject was cutting her sarnige! 


in a difficult porition and sugested that Prypt should shoe some siz 
of willingness to sbandm her interference with traffic in the Canal, 


It is understood that up to 
iy 


Tt seene clear thet the Eerptian ‘evernmeant is somewhat disturbed 
about the complaint. The For ion Winieter hes eaxpresred tha hope to the 
Peitish Ambassador in Cairo that the "nited T4inedosm would not take a 
preominant part in the a bate in the feuncil eas this muld cause el 
eteosphere for the Canal Zone nono! lationa to deteriora’ me Tt ie algo 
helteved that Dr. "sway ap stled to the Tnited taten siangacor to 
4nterwerne with the ‘tate Departeern in 
hefore the Council and said that if this = aid ba done, the Emyptian 
Gevernme{ent would be willing ‘to aodify the blockade, 


oruer ir are wet 4 4 FE { a Oey eomlng 








* 


| the Secretary apd tt) 


im Nurook began by stating that the lerael Government 
intended to commence construction of a Legation rm | amberve in 
the Rear ruture. bey stated that the money would be raised 
ge ageecnmyeor ghee ely [eragl having followed this practice 

a ¢ case of thelr mlesions in the United Utates, Canada, 
Hexico and other ¢ounilloes. : ’ 


Ze He mext © that be intended to raieae a saber of 

ints, to Hons ©: ich nO exrect i 13 tf finite Saag . 
he present time, fe began by referring to the Kibya 
incident and said that he hoped it did not weigh heavily 
with Australia in ite consideration of matters aftrecting 
Israel, He thought it a rather unfortunate matter whieh 
would best be forgotten. Why he raised the ouestion was 
peeause he had gained the impression that the nations of the 
West thoucht that Israci should be “taught «a lesson". He 
hed noticed a certain aloofness in government departments. 
um, Tenge replied thet the matter had now been dealt with by 
the Security Couneil and one would want to troat strictly 
Femi merits any other questions which Nurock might raise 
* Use 


3e iz, Hurock said that he had discussed Isreel's 
complaint against Egypt's restriction cf Suez Canal shivsing 
with the Minister end that he, ir. Casey, had said that 
Australia would support Ieracl and would endeavour to influence 
other countries to support her. 


le Goneorning the question of bringing peace 


Kast, Mr. Nurock said that he had discussed the ma 

Mz. “GOagecze He considered that Australia could play a 
valuable part in bringing about pesce between Ierael and the 
<pab States beenuse 1¢ could urge useful measures which the 
United Kingdom, because of its other commitments, could not 
openly advocate, no matter how much 1% might desire them. 

lim Nurock gave it as his own opinion that once relations 
between Egypt and Isreel were placed of & stable basis then it 
was to be anticipated that the other Arab States would soon 
fell in line. at, “ange replied that he would have to discuss 
the question with the binister vo soe shether Australia had an 


effective part to play in Sesuris seed in the viddle Sast. 


Se uy. Hareock then turned his attention to the question 
of the status of Jerusalem. He oaid thet Er. Casey had 
informed him that Australia would take the initiative in 
supporting any move for functional supervision by the United 
Sations as distinct from the creation of a corpus separatum, 
He added that this concept of ‘4nternationalization” had 
ealvays met with the approval of the Lerael Covermecnt. 

wr, Tange replied that anuetralia hed strongly supported the 
establishment of « corpus separatum in 4916 and 1949 although 
it had later modified its attitude. 


: geferring to Ere fuhrman's departure Ar, Surocs eaid 
that while ef course he did no* xnow whether we wer concerned 
with the question of eredentials it might be of soap se-p to 
as to know that four bk sie of mission had reoentiy : riseanted 
their credentials in Jerusalem They wore the 4etheriands, 
Chileans, Italian and Soviet VaLcn inisterse. 





Ts : im HNurock roverted to the Canal ilsaue and aid that 
teyvetian restrictions hindered trade between Israel and | 
Australia, Me sald that Australia hed o considerable trade 
with [ersel. He montioned moat, butter and wool. ?urthermore 
be anid that touriet treffic between the two countrics was 
being hindered by the acceessity for travellers to hays tuo 
passports, Me said this affected not only Jews DU other 
sustraltans, ' . = ) oVo. ikke aS surprised that the 
seetern powers ul take a si ine i the subject 
Sinee the Arad Fr | iff anctit it 
international doc went 6.’ ir. e replied that the 
matter of entry was one of dom tic jurisdiction to whieh the 
fereaé] Minister said that he could cot unierstand why the 3 
Sostern Powers did not retaliate in kind, 


* 


_. ur. Nurosk requested that Australia support Tersel's 
election to the ereeutive founeil of TH:"*Co. He said that « 
letter on this subject had been addressed to the Department. 


De ee, Wuroek raised eaqain the gqacstion ot the tr 

ef Ieraci*s pilots in Austrclia, He oaid that eye g oy 
heaving discussions with the Department of Air on the subject 
and hoped that the request might be favourebly sonsidered. He 
mentioned that Israel considered herself part of Asia. 


10. “hes Ioveel Minister said that Rabbi Halk, a chaplain 
in the Australian Aray planned to visit the graves of 
Australian soldiers tu Palestim,. Some of thone graves were 
in Jordan ond he soniered if Bulleck could puraucde the 
Jordanian authorities to aliow tne 2abbi to enter Joruaml. 
Um Burcek thought thet a favourcbls decision was valuable 
from a political point of view because the gestures, omell as it 
<< seem, served to Drosk down the wall of hoatility which 
sted between Iersel and the Arab tates. 


ti. we. Burock mentioned thet he would be diseussing with 
ie, Heyes a caso which hed some to his notices. He said that 
an Igrecl subject, at present in Australia had reque sted 
permission to reside in Australias The Department of 

44on told this person that laraolis were not allowed to 
peside pemancntiy 1 ipallas suile Be Burock appreciated 
that Australia might wish to linit the intake of Jews aloug 
with Catholics Thi ‘NtLeSLARGE HE « Un it disiic nit to belicve, 
in fact be Was sure it was mot tvuo, thet Australien polley 
was to refuse the permancnt etimission of Isreeiis. 


lee Te next said that he would be jiseussing with Er. Beere 
ef the Devertment of Tpafe and Customs the qu sstion of import 
duty on goods of Israel origin, Re seid that because the 
ferael exporter w= said a prenium af OE on goods exported for 
foreign currency the Australian Customs suthorities fixed the 
value of the goods at foe more then the real value i.e. the 
value Poekoned at a rat¢ ef exchance of SAi to Sierasl 2. 2) 
ani secomilngly the customs duty paid was prohibitively high 
13 ue, Barock paid a tribute to the work cf ir, Pubr=aan 
aad montioned the esteem in which he was generally held 
end added that he had =entioned this to ur Vasey us said 
thet bo was feeding 4 certain amount of information to the 
Jewioh press bere along these iines. im, Tenge said that ve 
were pleased to bear of tae high regard that the Teree. 
suthorities hed of &r. FuhPs4 Ge 


JUL. SE 
Central Branch - 
49th February, 193 





Memo.Ne. /7 
8th February, 195) 


WEMORA NDUW The Secretary, 
Department of External Affairs, 


A WT ha ee ie a, 


Eryptian Blockade of Shipping in the Suez Canal 


Reference is made to the Legation's telegram No,)6 of 3rd 
February, 195h. 


Egypt's attitude to Israel's complaint to the Security Council 
was explained by the Ecyptian Foreign Minister to the British and 
American Ambassadors in Caire on 30th January, On Ist February the 
Foreign Minister also explained the attitude to the diplomatic 
representatives in Cairo of France, India, China, Denmark, U.5.5eR.; 
Turkey, the Lebanon and Brazil, 


The substance of Dr. Fawzy's explanation was telegraphed to the 
Department. It is understood that in addition the Foreign Minister 
pointed out that Egypt was not required to facilitate the supply and 
arming of a state with which she was still at war and the nature of her 
blockade had many precedents, such as the blockade of Commmist China, 
Tt is understood also that when talking of the Treaty of Constantinople, 
the Foreign Minister quoted Article 10 of that Agreement, the article 
frequently referred to by the Egyptian Government in the past. 


Last week the Cairo press devoted much spare to describing 
Israel's complaint to the Security Council as a blatant British trick 
by which the United Kingdom was attempting to incite other countries 
against Egypt. The press also cldmed that International Law and 
practice recognised Egypt's right to search ships bound for Tsrael 
and to confiscate "contraband", This description of this complaint 
was categorically denied in London with the comment that if any 
useful purpose was envisaged by the United Kingdom, she had her om 
representative upon the Security Council who was quite able to fiw 
sponsor resolutions. : 

rife 


It is understood that up to Sth February the United States 
had not committed itself to the position it would take when Israel's 
complaint was discussed by the Security Council although it, did not 
intend to dissuade Israel from introducing 4 resolution. It ca ahi 
understood that the United States Nas approached Egypt and pointed out 
that the Eeyptian Government's failure to give effect to the United 
Nations resolution of 1951 upon the subject was ottting her friends 
in a difficwlt position and suprested that Reypt should show some A 
of willingness +o abandmher interference with traffic in the Canal, 

rt seems clear that the Egyptian Government is somewnat disturbed 
about the complaint. The Foreign Minister nas axypreseed ithe hop 
Seitish Ambassador in Cairo tnat the United Kingdom would not tak 
prominent part in the debate tn the Counc! 
atmosphere for the Canal Zone nerotls 
believed that ir, Fuwsy appealed te the ile 
interven wits tA ate Darr’ sent ‘Lin 
before the Council and saic +! 
jovernmmnt would kes willing to mc L 


ee + hen 


l as this mule caus 


tions to det eriorato, if 


é 








It is understood that Dr, Fawzy in 


Tnited States ' mbassador that the Egyptian Oover 
blo y¥ cancelling tte 


\ ie 
prepared to modify the ckade | 


issued on {0th | 
of eontrabaind goods "foodstuffs and 411 other mer 
increase the military potential of Israel", The 
to have been taken under this decree, however, is 
the E¢yptian Authorities at Port Said on 7th Dece 
of Ethiopian meat being carried in an Italian ves 


Fine yt 


lovember last, & decree which adie 


sel. 


‘crease 
a 


t LO tne 


licated 


“a i 
ia 


nandise 
only action known 
the seizure by 
mer of 150 tons 
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AT 


Lo tne 
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“i be 
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that mignt 


the tims 


of seizure it was announced that the meat had been confiscated but 


shortly afterwards the cargo was released, The only 


other recent 


incident has been the removal from a Norwegian ship of some bicycles 
consigned to Israel, However, bicycles were on the original list 


of contraband, 


A copy of this memorandum is being forwirde: 


the Australian Mission to the United Nations, New fork, 


ALA AA. Kev 


(Alan Renouf), 
Secretary 
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SECREI 


FOR THE MINISTER 
Suez Canal - Shipping Keastrictions 


The Minister of Israel, Mr. Nurock, has forwarded 
the attached paper setting out the Israeli case against 
Eeypt anne out of the following item pleced on the Security 
Couneil agenda by Israel on the 29th January:- 


"Complaint by Israel against Egypt concerning 


(a) enforcement by Egypt of restrictions on the 
passage of ships trading with Israel through 
the Suez Canal; 


(b) interference by Egypt with ships proceeding 
res ibis Israeli port of Elath on the Gulf of 
kabea", 


2. | On 25th Jameary, 1954, the list of goods declared 
contraband by Egyrt was extended to "food and ell other 
commodities which are likely to strengthen the war potential 
of the Zionists in Fealestine in any way whetever". Furthermore, 
all goods listed as contraband by Egypt are to be regarded es 
“te oven when passing Egypt's territory or territorial waters 

n transit. 


3. In brief the attached Israeli paper elleges that 
these acts constitute violations of the Security Council 
Resolution of the lst September, 1951, and the Egyptian-Israsli 
General Armistice Agreement of the 24th November, 1949, (By 
its Resolution of lst September, 1951, the Security Council 
considered that Egypt could not reasonably assert thet it was 
actively belligerent or required to exercise the right of “visit, 
search and seizure"; found thet Egypt's restrictions on 
passage in the Canal represented unjustified interference; and 
called upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the passage 
of international commercial shipping and goods through the Suez 
Canal wherever bound and to cease all interference which such 
shipping beyond that essential to the safety of shipping in the 
Canal itself. ) 


4. One reason advanced as to why Israel has made its 
protest on shipping is its desire to regain the initiative 
against Areb States which it lost as & result of the Kibyea and 
Benet Yakov disputes. Eeypt has countered by requesting that 
the following item elso be placed on the Council agenda:- 


srael of the Exyptian-Israeli General Armistice 
ement at the demilitarised zone of Bl-Auja". 
This alleges entering by Israeli forces, attacks on 
Bedouins in the area, and the establishment of Israeli 


ficop See by Egypt against Israel concerning violations 
by 
Agre 


5. The U.K. Cabinet on 23rd January decided to 
support the present Israeli appeal in the Security Council. 
The U.K. considers that the recent wide extension of the 
blockade will increase interference with shipping through the 
Canal and lead to black-listing by Egypt of many ships, of 
ell flago, trading with the Levant. The U,K. cannot ignore 
this unwarranted attack on 4¢s economy and shipping. 


6. The United Kingdom anticipated that it will be 
attacked in the Egyptian prese for supporting Israel's complaint 


| 





SECRET 


shipping restrictions but do not consider the eurrent 
nefotiations with Erypt are likely to suffer. 


Australian Attitude 


Ts Meatralia made representations to Egypt as early 
as 1948 on the restriction of Canal shipping, while in June 
1951 Australie, U.5.A., U.E., Denmark, Norway, Sweden and 
South Africa made strong protests, Australis expressing the 
opinion that the Egyptian restrictions were unreesonable. 


8. in July 1952 Israel decided to take the question 
of the Egyptian blockade to the Seevrity Council and the 
Israeli Minister in Australia proposed that Australie should 
seek special leave to appear before the Security Council to 
speak on the issue or, alternatively, urge the U.F. to teke 

& strong line when the question came before the Security 
Council. Australia decided not to appear before the Security 
Council on that occasion, 


5. In a recent letter to the Department, Mr. Wurock 
expressed confidence that the Government of Australia would 

be ready to support the stand—point of the present Israeli 
claim and thet the Australian delegation to the United Nations 
would be instructed accordinzly. It would be consistent with 
the previous Australian ettitude to inform Mr. Wurock that 
Australia is in full agreement with the Israeli protest and 
will let this be known in eppropriate auerters. 


(J. Plimsol1) 


eal fons Division. 


Assistant Secretary, 
raphicel Re 


Central Branch 
FHS: LJ3B 
12.2.54 
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~ ISRAEL ASKS U 
10 PUNISH 


she Demands That Sanctions 
_ Be Jmposed_for Blockade 
| That Eban Calls ‘Piracy’ 


——--------=-- -—— 


By THOMAS J. HAMIL TON. 
Specis| to Tar Mew Yorx Tres, ieee 
UNITED NATIONS, N; ef ie : 
| Feb. 5—Abba S. Eban, the Israclt 2 
representative , today denounced) ests c¢ 
lan Egyptian blockade of shi pping, \chiet f Staff, 
bound for Israel as “piracy.” He ‘the , yt 
-|called on the United Nations Se-i| ' 
‘lcurlty Council to impose sanc- |r, 
*titions against Egypt unless the! 
4) restrictions were immediately re-" 
t) moved, ath! baat 
| “Fhe continuation of a hostile| . a 
*lact, based on the assertion oft al 
| state of war, in prolonged and 
i |deliberate defiance of a Security 
“1 |Council resolution, ‘clearly creates 
|the kind of situation to which the {le 
rienforcement measures. laid dows | 7 
lin Chapter VIL of the Charter! | 
-jahould apply,” Mr. Eban said- | 
-| “My Governnient believes. that}|| 
ithe Security ‘Council should: we 
doses measures in response — 
-| Egypt's violation, unless it a 
zt ceives assurances in this debate 
16 the restrictions will be immedi- 
L- lately eaneeled.” 
|» Chapter VII of the United! 
+d) Nations Charter, dealing. 
threats to the 
of arperession, ta 
economic and railitary sarc an, | 
|Mr, Eban did not say which he 
'-\had In. mind, but it wi AS under- 
-| stood that Israel hoped, the Coun- 
i\cil would threaten Egypt Ww ‘ith an 
economic baycott and other non- 
iimilitary measures. — 


a a 


C. 
=a: El 


; Egyptian Replies 
‘| Ahmed Galal Eddine: _Abdel- 
; Hazek, the Egyptian repres¢ 
tive, Whose reply to. Mr. “Eban'a| 
| fF, DO0-word apeech consumed the! 
lremainder of the Council ae: sion, | 
declared that Egypt was merely | 
jistopping shipments of food for 
the Israeli Army, He said that 
food for the. civillan population 
had not been Interfered wi th. 
4 Mr. Eban reminded the Coun- 
fell) that. on Bept. 1) 2861, it 
j adopted a resolution calling on 
, Eaypt to atop the Sucz Canal) 
blockade, and declared that the 
] restrictions then in force had “Thiol 
oniy been maintained, but de- 
fiantiy Ex POEOy in so inchude 
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The Voice of Zion, in its French-language "Paitorial” on 28th January, 
commented on Egyptian interference with Israeli-bound vessels as follows: 


"our country is determined to use to the spatere se sae 
possibilities of international action before having recourse eee Peiepins ; 
another kind in order to ensure respect for the internationa! ripl © © oT Se 
one measure that might be taken is the sailing of a ship to the Su! ¥ vavesils intention 
the Israeli flag after the UN and Egypt had been warned in advance of Terae!i® Uh ck 
to ensure the rights of shipping by every means at our pechiree UN meesures capable 
however, so long as the possibility remains of obtaining sect 54 Hos oa sh) 
of making Egypt change her decision." (Voice of Zion Sn FESO ee ee te 


The Egyptian blockade and Jeraei's complaint to the Security Council were 


said to have been the chief topics in the Israeli morning press ens January. 
The following are excerpts from broadcast press comments: 
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IDavar!; Egyptian interference with Israel-bound shipping contrary to the 
Armistice Agreement and 4nternational law has reached new heights with the setting 
up of artillery at the approaches to Eylat. It 4s not surprising, in view of the 
present situation, that US diplomats returning from a tour of the Middle Eastern 
countries have reached the conclusion that the armistice agreements between Israel 
and the Arab countries are erumbling. if there is any room for surprise. it is that 
such an acknowledgment is late in coming. one of the immediate tasks ef the new 
Cabinet 1s to mobilise world public opinion against the acts of murder’and the 
chronic campaign of hostility waged against us by neighbouring countries. THe 
Government's protest against the Egyptian blockade suggests that the Government is 
aware of the urgency of the problem. " 


tHalaretz': The eoneentration of artillery and warships at the approaches 
to Eylat constitutes an intensification of the situation, which affects not only 
Israel but also all other nations. This crude violation of international law and 
insult to the UN cannot but meet with an energetic political reaction. 


'Hatsofeh': Egypt's intensified maritime blockade is intended to spoil 
trade relations between Israel and East Africa. The tense Anglo-Egyptian negotiations (~~ 
have intensified the blockade against shipping of various countries. This possibly ie 
4s also the thin end of the wedge for imposing 4 blockade against British shipping. 
That is why we have recently heard unusual utterances from 8 British spokesman, to the 
effect that Egyptian 4nterference with the freedom of shipping in the Suez Canal is : 
liable to arouse 4nternational concern, The submission of the complaint to the 
Security Council calls for preliminary political action in order te strengthen the 
prospects for the adoption of a resolution against the activities of the Egyptian 
pirates. 


IHerut!; The Israeli complaint against Egypt was late in coming. We do 
not believe in protest Notes. We believe that the complaint will go through various 
stages of draft resolutions. Meanwhile, the Egyptians will blockede the Suez and 
Eylat. What if most worrying ig the complete collapse of the prestige Israel enjoyed 
4n the world in general and in the Arab countries in particular. An end must be put 
to the varicus methods of self-restraint. 


'Egboker': The new Egyptian move ain the Gulf of Eylat area and the claim 
that the whole approach is within Egyptian territorial waters is intended to demonstrate 
to the Egyptian people the strong hand of Gen. Wagib, whose power has recently dwindled. 
It seems that the new regime in Egypt has not only left the country's economic problems 
unsolved but has also worsened the position of the masses. For this reason, Hagib 

and his advisers are trying to weaken the rebels by diverting the wrath of the people 
towards unimportant horizons, They, like their predecessors, are exploiting the 
ineidents along the Israeli border in order to preocoupy the masses with worries of 

war against the Jews. The confiscation of goods from shipping passing through the 
Suez Canal ef route for Israel 15 intended to demonstrate the strength of the new 
rulers, (Israel 11.30, 28,1.54) 
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DELEGATION OF ISRAEL TO THE UNITED HAT 
ll East 70th Stroet 
New York 21, N.Y. 


Fobruary 4, 1954 
For Immediate -Heleagse 


herewith is the full text of a letter submitted by Ambassador 


Eban this morning to the President of the Security Council regarding 


the complaint filed by the Egyptian Delegation dealing with the Demili- 


tarized Zone at El Auja. 


5/2/16 
4 February 1954 


oir, 


The Egyptian delegation has brought to the attention of the 
security Council an alleged armistice viclation concerning the de— 
militarised zone at El Auja. 


I take this opportunity of furnishing the Security Council 
with the following information which the Egyntian delegation, in 
its diversionary manoevre, has distorted or suppressed. 


The complaint now mentioned in the Egyptian communication 
has already been discussed in the Mixed Armistice Commission and 
settled in the following way. 


(a) The Commission rejected the Egyntian complaint that the 
establishment of an Israel village near the road junction 
in the area of Hl Auja village violated the armistice. 

The legality of this village has thus been confirmed and 
no appeal has been lodged within the appointed time. It 
would thus te a breach of judicial principle for Egypt to 
reopen a case which it has effectively lost (General 
Bennike's Report, Document S/PV.630, p.18, 27 October 1953). 


| The complaint of alleged measures against Fedouin and that 
the existence of "an Israeli armed force and regular Israeli 
police" in the village violates certain articles of the 
Armistice Agreement has been sustained in the first instance. 
However, Israel is convinced that this remote village should 
have some provision for its security and has therefore 
lodged an appeal to the Special Committee appointed for this 
murnose under Article X of the Agreement. This apneal is 
still pending, the matter is thus still sub judice and no 
situation contrary to the Agreement now exists. It would 
be a breach of the judicial nrinciple and of the Armistice 
Agreement for Egypt to evade the verdict of the Special 
Committee and seek a discussion elsewhere. 
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The frivolity of the Egyptian position on that part of ite corr 
plaint which has not yet been rejected omerges clearly from the exchange 
between General Fennike and myself in the Security Council on 9 ‘ovember 
1953 when the Chief of Staff and I reached full agreement in defining 
the precise procedural situntion aa I have done here. I enclose the 
relevant question and answer verbatim. I draw snecial attention to 
Genernl Eennike's last sentence and to his statement that the complaint 
is sub judice and the first verdict not final. 


The complaint now submitted by Egypt thus consists of two perts - 
an Egyptian comolaint already rejected by the Mixed Armistice Commission 
(Report of General Eennike, 27 October 1953, pare.45); and a complaint 
described by General Hennike as sub judice according to correct and 
normal process (S/PV.635,para.6). | 


The Government of Israel considers that any discussion in the 
Security Council of a ouestion sub judice in the Special Committes 
would be prejudicial and contrary to the purposes of Article X of the 
Egypt-Israel Armistice Agreement. The Security Council has always in 
past refused to discuss the substance of cases when they were still 
pending before an organ established by the Armistice Agreement. 


Should this matter, affecting about a dozen civilian policemen’in 
a small village, not be settled in the Special Committee, the Govern— 
ment of israel would, of course, be glad to participate in a discussion 
of it in the Security Council, if it were so decided. 


I request that this letter and its annex be urgently circulated 
to the Security Council and be brought to the notice of its members in 
connection with any discussion on the propriety or otherwise of including 
such a matter on the Security Council's agenda. The Council may wish 
to measure the consequences of different decisions being reached simul— 
tanecously on the same matter in the Security Council on the one hand, 
and in the competent Armistice Committee on the other.. 
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Annex to Letter addressed to the President of the 
security Council, 4 February, 1954. 


(Excerpt from Document S/PV.635, 9 November, 1953, pps. 33-34) 
uestion from the Representative of Israel: 


6. I refer again to the Israel—Eeyntiean Armistice situation, in which 
connection the Chief of Staff's report quotes a resolution adopted by the 
Israeli—Eeyptian Mixed Armistice Commission on 2 October 1953, regarding 
nlleged military activities in the demilitarised zene of El Anja. In 
accordance with Article X of the Israeli~Egyptian Armistice Agreement, I 
understand that a decision of the Commission is not final, it it is 
appealed, until the Special Committee has taken a decision on the appeal. 
Am I right in stating that there is an appeal which was submitted on 2 
Yetober, and would it be correct to deduce that thig resolution is there— 
fore still sub judice and that a meeting of the Special Committee will be 
convened as requested by Israel in order to examine this appeal? 


Answer: J have mentioned in my report (nage 18) that the Israeli 
representative has submitted an appeal against the resolution of the Mixed 
Armistice Commission, requesting that the case be brought before the 
Special Commission, in accordance with Article X, pera.4, of the General 
Armistice Agreement. This pragraph reads, inter alia, as follows: 


"On questions of principle, anneal shall lie to a Special 
Committee, commosed of the United Nations Chief of Staff 

of the Rice Supervision Organisation and one member each of 
the Egyptian and Israeli delegations to the Armistice Con- 
ference at Rhodes or some other senior officer, whose de- 
cisions on all such questions shall be final." 


In view of Israel's appeal to the Special Committee, the decision of 
the Israeli-Bgyptian Mixed Armistice Commission of 2 October 1953 is not 
final. The situation with regard to the convening of the Special Committee 
has not changed since my predecessor wrote in his report to the Security 
Council dated 4 November 1952 (S/2833, para.10): "Repeated efforts have 
been made to convene a meeting of the Special Committee to consider these 
appeals (seven by Egypt and three by Israel) which are from decisions 
taken by the Mixed Armistice Commission between May and October 1951, but 
no date has been found mtually acceptance to the parties." 


I intend, when I return to the Middle East, to approach the rmartiee 
with a view to convening the Special Committee. 
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Mr. President, 

The Government of Israel now returns to the Security Council to seek 
the immediate cessation by Egypt of hostile practices which violate the general 
principles of international law, the purposes of the United Nations Charter, 
the specific provisions of the Bgyptian-Israel General Armistice Agreement, 
and the decision cf the Security Council adopted im this very case on Septen- 
ber 1, 1951. 

The question tefore us opens up wider perspectives than those which 
usually arise in discussions of armistice disputes. The freedom of the seas; 
fidelity to international conventions; the legel and political integrity of 
the Zgyption—Israel Armistice Agreement; the sovereign rights of maritine 
nations to trade freely across and between the high seas; the future of Eeypt- 
4on—Iaras] relations; the authority of the Security Council in matters affect- 


ing international peace and security - nll these grave insuee will be affected 


ty the Security Council's decision in a question of crucial importance for tro 


Middle Zant and for the United Nationa. 
The Security Council faces a decisive teat of its authority, Kever 
before bas one ef its decisions, overwhelmingly sustained by the world commmity, 


come back to «ss 
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come tack to ite table after the pnagege of yearea without any progress having 
been made, either towards compliance or towards an effort of enforcement. 

The situation before us in therafore more acute than thet which engeged the 
Security Council's anxious concern in the summer of 1951, An armistice viola— 
tion which had then been in force for two cnd a half years has now remained 
without redress for five years sinc» the signature of the agreement, The re~ 
etrictions denounced by the Security Council in 1951 have not only been moin- 
tained, tut defiantly extendzd, ‘The losses and dangers inflicted without 
Justice or law upon my country and others have grown to the proportions of a 
major international outrage. The rebellion is now not only against the Armis- 
tice Agreement and the earnest requests of the United Nations Chief of Staff, 
bat also sgainst the Security Council itself. Since my Government, after 

an unusnal exercise of patience, has decided no longer to acquiesce in the 
arbitrary viclation of ite rights, ws have clearly reached a turning point in 
the security of our region. 

Fhe conflict is between Egypt on the one hand, and the opinion of 
mankind on the cther. The tasue is draxvn between progress towards peace and 
the frank exercise of alleged "rights of war." ‘Ths debates and the decisions 
of the Security Council in these coming days cannot fail to lead us in one 
direction or the other, Wiil Egypt accept the international verdict in favor 
of non—belligerency and the abstention from hostile ccts? Or mst Israel and 
other countries adapt themselves to the Egyptian theory of an active state of 
war, end draw ell the conclusions which a policy of war imposes upon govern- 
ments against whom it is directed? 

Seven of the present members of the Security Council participated in 
the discussions held on this subject in 1951. Three of the other four have a 
speciolly intimate concern for the maintenance of free navigation in iater- 
national waterways. I shall say nothing to add to Dr, Malik's dilemna, 
except to confess a frank curiosity in how he intends to resolve it; and to 
recall his frequent advocacy of the Security Council's duty to require the 
meticulous observance of the Armistice Agrowments - and of Seourity Council 


decisions on those agreements. 


With such a... 
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With such a wealth of varied Oxperience assembled around thie 
table, upon which lies a revolution which the Security Council has already 
adopted, it might seen Ganecéavary to summarize the provious phases of this 
question, or to argue points which the Security Council has already resolved, 
i understaml, however, that it is the desire of many delegates, ag it is the 
right of world cpinion, to have their memory revived concerning the history 


of this important international question. 


CRIGINS OF THE EGY°TIAN RESTRICTIONS 

When the Maniate for Palestine ended cn Nay 14, 1945, Egypt, 
together with other arab é0vernzsnts, openly undertook armed ‘ntervention 
against the newly ostablished State of Israel, In the ceurse of this 
intervention launched and maintained in defience of reneated Security Council 
resolutions, Ezypi established a general blockade agains: Israel and began to 
visit and search ships of ell nationalities rassing through the Suez Canal, 

pean ook the freedom of the seas and contravening the Constantinople 
/ of 1888 under which the power contiguous to the Suez Canel is bound to keep 

the Canal "always... free and open in time of wer as in time of peace to 
every veosel of commerce or of war without distinction of flag", ‘The avowed 
Objective of this blockate wes to prevent the passage of shins carrying 
cargo to Israel, 

On February 24, 1949, a General Armistice Agreement was signed 
at Rhodes tetween Isracl and Egypt in the presence of United Nations 
representatives, Ir, Halvh Bunche and General Hiley. The United Nations 
Ohief of Steff reported to the Security Council on Jue 15, 1951, 
(Document 5/219%) that: 

"It was certainly nover contemplated at Rhodes that 
whet ds, in effect, an act of blockade... would te 
continued by one of the parties to the General 
Armistice Agreement more than two years after it 
had been olgned," 

Wotwithetanding the signature of this Agreement with ita 

categorical injunction in Article II (2), against “any warlike or hostile 


act", the Egyptian Governzent continued to maintain a long liat of items, 


ineluding ships, important categorios of gooda and particularly petroleum, 


gs subject to seizure as "sontrabend" if found destined for Israel, 


Ships transporting...» 
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Ships transporting or suspected of transporting such goods were 
detained for visit and search, and goods of certain categories were removed 
emi confiscated. The threat of forcible anterference acted as a deterrent 
to the normal trode which would otherwice have passed through the Suez 
Canal to or from Israel, Tha hundreds of oil tankers which pasa annually 
through the Suez Canal were allowed transit Only on condition that they 
avoided any destination in Israsl, ‘Thus the blockade operated mainly 
through the deterrent effects arising from the existence of the regulations 
themselves; and only decondarily through enecific acts of interference with 
certain veosels, in cases where the deterrent influence of the regulations 
had not been sufficient to prevent trading with Israel, In seeking to 
Justify these regulations the Egyptian Government has frankly admitted that 
these are hostile acts dependent upon a "state of war". Indeed, the whole 
prectice has been based on the assucption that Egypt posssssea an interns— 
tionally recognized right of war sgeinost Israel which all other Fowers are 


bound to respect. 


On August 11, 1949, the Security Council took note of the 
Armistice Agreement between Egypt and Isroeel which had been concluded 
pursuant to its own Resolution of November 16, 1948, On March 24, 1949, 
the representative of Egypt had stated that the Agreement had been animated 
by his country's spirit of peaceful cooperation and by its policy of 
"respect for the Security Council and unfailing compliance with the Security 
Council's Resolutions", In its Resolution of August 11, 1949, the Security 
Council decided that the Armistice treaties superseded the truce, It was, 
therefore, the sense of the Security Council that these restrictions should 
no longer be applied by one party against the other, or by the United Nations 
eaeainst both, It emerged clearly in the Security Council's discussion that 


while some Armistice Agreements in past history had been envisaged as mere 


temporary interruptions of renewable hostilities with the result that certain 


belligerent practices could be maintained, this particular Agreement was a 
contract by the two parties to renounce any prospect of renewed hootilitiss, 
and thereby any righte or duties based upon that prospect. 


Dr. Bunche, who had «i.. 
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Dr. Bunche, who had represented the United Nations in the negotiation of 


the Leypt-Israel Armistice Agreement, reported to the Security Council on 
July 26, 1949, that Egyptian restrictions on shipping were contrary to the 
Agreement which had now been eigned and which the Security Council wan 


mbout to emiorsea., He said: 


"The Arsistica Agreements ere not the final peace 
settlement but the oniy possible interpretation 
of their very specific provisions ig that thay 
Signel tha end of the military phase of the 
ralestine situation, The chjective should new 
be to réatoro normal conditions cf peace to the 
fullest possible oxtent...... Toe entira heritage 
of restrictions which developed out of the wideclared 
War shovld now be done away with...... There should 
be free movement for legitimate shipping and no 
yestigzes of the wartime blockade should be allowed 
to remain, as they ara inconsistent with both the 
ietter and the spirit of the Armistice Agreezents." 
Accordingly the Security Council resolved on August 11, 1949, to 
request the signatory governments to observe the Armistice Agreenents and to 
remind them that those agreements "include firm pledges against any further 
acts of hostility between the parties," 
That the blockade practices at Suez are "acts of hostility" is a 
matter on which Egypt and Israel have always agreed, Indeed, it has been a 
rére feature of this case that the two parties and the United Netions authori- 
ties concerned have not differed on the besic facts and definitions involved, 
Tt is agreed that Ezypt does practice these acts of hostility; and that it 
does so on the assumption of @ state of war, The conflict has been between 
the Beyptian view that such acts of hostility are legitimate, and the doctrine 
supported by Israel, all the maritime powers ond the Chief of Staff of the 
United Hations and the Security Council itself that such acts are not legiti-— 
mate and that there is no justification for them in any alleged "state of war.” 
The discussion in August 1949 thus made it clear that the Security 
Council did not erpect that any acts of hostility would continue; or that 
several years after the conclusion of these Agreements a signatory government 
would actually claim recognition for a belligerent status which it had not 
even ventured to assert when it launched and maintained the original hostility. 
The Security Council’s Resolution of August 11, 1949, was considered by ite 


euthors to mark the end of all restrictions arising fren concepts of belligs— 


rency. 
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There was to bo a cancellation both of restrictions on the sale and purchase 


cf crue, and of restrictions upon the free movement of shipping. The 


security Council's intent was clarified by tho United States on wheoe behalf 


Ambasandor Austin said: 


“I submit that these pledges of non-sggression are a really 
solid basis for a yermancnt and lesting peace in Palestina... 
These restraints aro no longer appropriate or necessary now 
that we have firm commitments from the parties in the 
Armistice Agrooment to refrain from all hostile activity 
and to adjust their difforencos, if any, peacoably." 


It ie ironical... 
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It io ironical to record that thio interpretation of tho Agreomont 
&68 8 pormancnt and final ond to hostilitics, and therefore as the anunulmont 
of any stcte of war, wan onthuclastically upheld by the Representative of 
EBeypt in tho Security Council, Tho Egyptian Govornment was anxicus at thet 
time to restoro ite freodom to dorort arms and war material — ea frecdom which 
had been sasponded by the trucc. It was, thoreforc, its urgent interest end 
concern to hold that the fencreal Armistice Agreoment by its specific provi- 
sions put an end to the trure, with #11 its conaiaerations of militery ed— 
vontaec. Mr. Mehmcud Fawee euoted with approval the statcments of Dr. Bunche 
and others thet restrictions arising from the state of hostilitics must end, 
and thet the world community should cease to deal with Eeypt or the other 
countrioe in the aroa as if thcy were still subject to special restrictions 
erising from thoir belligerent status. He even reforred approvingly to ny 
own statcment that the Agreoment at Rhodes should be regarded as e provisional 
peace sottlement which could only be supplomented ty & final peace scttlement; 
and that this Agrcemont hed no time limit. 

It is obvious, of course, that the Security Council's decision to 
restore logal freedom in the sele and purchase of arms to governments in the 
erea cannot possibly be reconciled with any view that a state of war contin—- 


ued to exist, 
Tie DISCUSSION IN THE HIXSD ARMTETICE 


Dospite the clear sentiment of the Socurity Council for abandoning 
211 acts of hostility and, canecislly, acts of bicockade, the Egyptian prac— 
tices continued in full ferce. On August 29, 1949 the Eeyptien-Isreel 
Wixed Armistice Commission made the following decision: "The Mixed Armistice 
Uor=tssion thirks 1t has the right to demand thet the Zeyptian Government 


sk=21 not intorfere with the passage of goods to Israel through the Suez 
Canal." 

Egypt continued to refuse compliance, and appealed to the Special 
Committes established to hear eppebls against the decisions or competence cof 


the Mixed Armistice Commiesion, This Committee consists of represontatives of 


the two signetory govormments mesting under the chairmanship of the United 


Nations Chicf of Staff. 


Fourteen months passed... 
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Fourteen months passed without abandonment of the blockade, not- 


withstanding many individual protests by the maritime powers, Accordingly, 


my Governmont again drow the attention of tho Security Council to this ques— 
tion in October 1950. Aftor » brief discusuion during which several repre— 
sentatives condemned the Egyptian practico in vigorous torma, the Security 
Council reforred the quostion back to the Spocial Committee for a final 
attempt to resolve it within the framework of the armistice machinery. The 
Security Council has always refused to discuss the substance of problems 
atill pending beforsa the Mixed Armistice Commigsion: 9% the special Committoao. 
So far, however, from giving any sanction to the Egyptian theory that undor 
the Armistice Arreement the parties might continue to apoly certain policias 
on the grounds of war, the Security Council in its Eesolution of November 17, 
1950 recalled that the Armistice Agreements between Israel and the Arab states 
‘included "firm pledges against any further acts of hostility Detween the 
parties." 

in Jenuery and June 1951, the Israel—Egynt Special Committee met 
under the chairmanship of General Hiley to hear the appeal by the Egyptian 
Government against the decision of the Mixed Armistice Commission on 


August 29, 1949. 
THS VIEWS 


The Chief of staff reported on the work of this Committee in 8 
letter to the Security Council on 12 June 1951 (S/2194), His observations 
dealt with two points. The first was a matter of jurisdiction. Did the 
Mixed Armistice Commirsion have sufficiently wide terms of reforence to deal 
with such a broad intosheational question as the Egyptian blockade? In the 
gecond placa the Chief of Staff dealt with the question of substance; 
whether Egypt had a right to maintain these practices. On the jurisdictional 


point the Special Committee held thet the Mixed Armistice Commission lacked 


the competence to deal with the matter because of its restricted terms of 


+ * 


referenco. The reason given for thie ruling, however, was not that the 
blockade was consistent with the armistice, but, on the contrary, that it 
was such a grave breach that a higher organ mist rendor the final decision. 
The Chief of Staff said! 


"Tt ig quite clear to me that action taken by Egyptian 


(more) 
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authorities in interiering with passage of goods destined 
for Israol through the Suez Canal must be concidered an ag- 
Ereesive ectionsess Similarly, I mint of necessity consider 
veat the interference with the poosage of goods is a hostile 
CU sss 


"In my opinion, this interforence is an agefessive and 
hostile action..." 


He stated further: 


"ssl mist also say that the action of the Egyptian euthori- 
tics in thia instance, is, in my view, entirely contrary to 
tho spirit of the Geacrel Armistice Agreement and does, in 
fact, jeopardize its effective functioning. It was certainly 
never contemplated at Hhodes that what ia, in effect, an act 
of blockade, or at least an act undertaken in the spirit of 
blockade, and having the partial effect of one, would be 
contimuec by one of the particos to. the General Armistice 
Asreement more than two years after it had beon signed." 


The Chief of Staff's report went on to make it clear that the matter 
Should be referred to the Security Council. Ho said: 

N.*«-lt certainly 1s clear to me that the question cannot rest 
heré. Sither the Egyptian Government must, in the spirit of 
the General Armistice Agreement, relax the practice of in- 
terference with the passage of goods destined for Israel 
through the Suoz Caneel, or the question must be referred to 
sone higher competent authority... The General Armistice 
Agreement was never intended to provide a cloak for the con— 
mission of acts by efitner party which in their intent and 
effecte are indeed hostile." 

The Chief of Staff concluded with what he called a "strong request" 
to Sgypt to “desist from the present nractico of interfering with goods dos— 
tined for Isracl through the Suez Canal, since such apts can ohly be construed 
as inconsistent with the spirit of the Armistice Agreement." 

In accordance with the Chief of Staff's opinion that tho question 


Mmagt be referred to some higher commetent authority," the Government of Israol 


brought a complaint to the Security Council on July 11, 1951. 


THE 1951 DEBATE 


The Security Council devoted its close and earnest attention to this 


problem for seven weeks, at the end of which it adopted the Resolution of 


Sentember 1, 1951. This Resolution is the basic document for the Security 


Council's present consideration. Tho issuct regolved in the 1951 discussion 


are of great importance today, because nothing has heprened since thet time to 


change the basic legal principles o4 issue. 
In oprosing the «ee 
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In opnosing the blockade restrictions Israel supnorted by a majority 
of the Council argued that the application of the regulations was a "hostile 
act," os indeed Feypt had confessed; that as such it was inconsistent with 
the Armistice Agreement which the two parties had voluntarily signed; that 
Dr. Bunche and General Riley should be supnorted in their assertion that neither 
party retainod, if indood it had ever possessed, the right to oxercise warlike 
acts, Such as blockades, against cach other; that Egypt's invasion of the 
Stato of Isracl in 1948 against the injunctions of the Security Council did 
not endow Egypt with special privileges and rights of war which the Security 
Council should now be called upon to recognize: that Egypt could not invoke 
rights of "self-defense" or "self—preservation" as Justification of this action 
under the terms of Article 51 of the Charter, since no armod attack had tecn 
made against Egypt, nor had the Security Council failed to deal with the 
situation in question; that if certain sovereign countries desired to trade 
with Israel and other sovereign countries made their ships available for that 
purpose, Sgypt had no right to impose its will upon those countries or to 
obstruct such legitimate commerce by exploiting its propinauity to the Suez 
Canal; thet the grave losses inflicted on the economy cf Isracl and of other 
countries through these restrictions constituted an outrageous injury by one 
memter state against others; that since all members of the United Nations had 
permanently renounced armed force as an instrument of national policy, no 
Single state could soek respect for belligerent rights, since belligerency was 
nothing but a political and legal formula for regulating the threat or use of 
force; that there was thorefore no room within the regime of the Charter for 
the classic conceptions of legitina® belligeroncy, especially in respect of 
hostilities not sanctionod by tha United Fations and, indeed, undortaken 


agsinst its explicit will; that irrospective of whatever othor Armistice 


Agrcements in past or present history had allowed or forbidden, the Agree- 


ment signed ty Egypt and israel at Hhoice on February 24, 1949 utterly 
forbade any action based on the rights of war, or on any presurption of 


ronewable hostility; - 


that the Security... 
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that the Security Council in its Resolutions of August 11, 1949 and November 
17, 1950 had correctiy defined the Armistice Agreement as a permanent pledge 
to Abstain from all hostile acts; that if Egypt were free to commit hostile 
&cts of its choice against Israel, then Israel would be free to commit hostile 
cts of its choice against Egypt and to invoke "a state of war" as legal 
foundation for these actions: that @ccordingly any acquiescence in the 
2eyptian practice or in the grounds on vhich it was based must inevitably 
lead to the collapse of peace and security in the Middle East: that beyond 
the special provisions of the Armistice Agreement and of the Security Courcil 
Resolutions the Egyptian practice violated generél principles of internation— 
@l law which protected the richts of all nations to navigate freely upon and 
between the high seas; that while the case against the Egyptian blockade 
rested primarily and directly upon the Armistice Agreement, the Security 
Council Resolutions and the United Netions Charter, this practice waa also 

in the view of many delegations inconsistent with the Constantinople Conven— 
tion of 1868; that for ell the ebove reasons the Security Council had both 
the right and the duty to require Egypt to abstain from such interference 
with the trade of Israel and other countries and with the rights of maritime 
powers; and that the Security Council should issue a verdict not only 
apainst the Eryptien blociade restrictions as such, but elso ageinst the 
very concept of belligerency upon which the Peyptien practice eought ita 
sole justification. 

Members of the Security Council, with varying degrees of emphasis, 
spoke strongly in fevour of each of these themes. Outside the Council near— 
ly all the maritime Porers found occasion to express their interest both 
in unconditional freedom of navigation and in the immediate and total aboli- 
tion of these illicit Egyptian regulations. For here was an attempt by 
Eevot to apply its legislative authority, under sanction of force, not 
only to ite own citizens and territory, but also to ships, the maritime 
rights and the commercial practices of other sovereign States. 

These were the main arguments againnt the restrictions. A study 


of the Resolution adopted by the Council on September 1, 1951 reveals how 


fully and comprehensively the Security Council put its high suthority behind 


the case for the complete termination of these practices. 


ANALYSIS OF THE.... 
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ANALYSIS OF THE 1951 HESOLUTION 


In the first two parasraphs of its Resolution the Security Council 
rechlled its previous Resolutions cf August 11, 1949 and November 17, 1950, 
which interpreted the Armistice Agreamente as including "firm pledges ageinst 
|ny further acts of hostility between the parties." Blockade practices 
Sre, of course, “acts of hostility." 

In its third paragreph the Security Council drew attention to 
the report of the Chief of Stoff of June 12, 1951 expressing the opinion 
that the Eeyptian interferense with ehipring "Jecpardised the effective 
functioning of the Armistice Agreement." In the same Report, the Colef 
of Staff had referred to this Esyptien practice as a "hostile and aggress— 
ive act" and as a policy the contimiation of which had definitely not been 
envisaged by the parties when they set their hands to that agreement at 
Fhodes. 

In paragraph 4 the Security Council noted that Egypt had not 
complied with the earnect plea of the Chief of Steff thet they "desist 
from the present practice of interfering with the passage through the 
Suez Canel of goods destined for Israel." 

In paracraph 5, vhich is of decisive importance in relation both 
to the Suez Canal and to any other similer practice, the Security Council 
determined that "the armistice regime is of & permanent character so that 
neither party can reasonably essert that it is actively e& belligerent or 
requires to exercise the right of visit, search and seizure for any legi- 
timate purpose of self-defence." 

In paragreoh 6 the Security Council determined that the main- 
tenance of the Egyptian restrictions is inconsistent with the central 
purposes of the Armistice Agreement. 


In paragraph 7 the Security Coumeil disqualified the Egyptian 


practice on general grounds of 4nternationel law by defining it a5 "en 


abuse of the exercise of the right of visit, search and seizure." 
In paragraph 6 the security Council categorically diamissed the 
Egyptian contention that the Egyptian practice could be justified on the 


grounds of "self—iefence.” 


In peragraph 9.... 
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In paragraph 9 the Security Couneil condemned the attempt of 
the Egyptian Government to impose ita legislation and its policy of hosti- 
lity to Israel upon other countries, noting that those restrictions re- 
presented unjustified interference with the rights of nations to navigate 
the seas and to trade freely with one another, including the Arab States 
and Israel, 

Finally, in paragraph 10, the Security Council called upon Seypt 
to terminate the restrictions on the passege of international commercial 
shipping and goods through the Suez Canal wherever bound, and to cease 411 
interference with such shipping beyond that required for technical con— 
siderations of safety or for the observance of international conventions. 

The Security Council may vell observe with pride that its Fesolu— 
tion of September 1, 1951 is & document of high character in the political, 
legal and moral sense. ‘fith deliberate clarity it recorded a specific 
statement of United Hations policy on every single one of the issues in- 
volved in the case before it. It analyses the Egyptian restrictions from 
the viewpoints of general international law, of maritime practice, of the 
United Nations Charter, of the Security Council's previous Pesolutions, 
and of the Egyptian-Israel Armistice Agreement. The Egyptian reotrictions 
were examined, judged and found invalid on each and every one of these 
grounds. Formulated in these eategorical terms, the Resolution left Egypt 
with # clear choice, either to respect its Agreement with Israel, its 
obligations under the Charter, its duty towards the Security Council and 
the rights and interests of other States; or to repudiate the 4greement, 
to defy the Security Council, to violate the Charter and to impose piratical 
practices upon other countries desiring to navigate and to trade peacefully 
along the méritime channels of the world. 

It is profoundly regrettable that Egypt should have rejected tha 


former course and chosen the latter: the more so since many countries, 


large and omall, have made earnest efforts to bring Egypt's policy and 


doctrine inte conformity with international law and Security Council de- 


cisions. 


POSITION SINCE 1951.... 
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POSITION SINCE 1951 


T now come to recount what has happened since the Security Council 
adopted ite Resolution. Egypt's defiance has been comprehensive and com 
plete. Not the slightest notice bas been taken of the Security Council's 
findings and decisions. No heed at all has been paid to the views and 
opinions patiently expressed over a period of five years by organs and 
representatives of the United Nations, or by individual countries with a 
legitimate interest in free passage through international waterways in 
general, and through the Suez Canal in particuler. 

In the first place, the offensive regulations denounced by the 
Security Council have remained in full force. ‘here they have been emended 
the change has been designed to aggravate the offense. I should again 
make it clear that the blockade works principally through the very exist— 
ence of the regulations and their consequent deterrent effects, and only 
secondarily through actual assaults and confiscations. Having no means to 
overcome the force at the disposal of Ez: ptian authorities in the Suez 
Canal, maritime nations have been compelled reluctantly to respect the very 
restrictions to which they and the United Nations are totally opposed. 
They have had to agree, egainst their own will and interest, to avoid 
bringing certain cargoes to Israel as the price of passage through the 
Suez Canal, in which their rights of navigation should be regarded as ab- 
solute and unconditional, The very kmowledge that interference is either 
certain or possible carries out the purposes of the blockade. Thus, in 
@ sense, the fewer the actu@l incidents of detention and confiscation, the 
worse the position is and the graver the proof of transgression. 


Let me give two illustrations of this point: First, scarcely 


a single one of the hundreds of tankers passing each year through the Suez 


Canal has recently tried to sell part of its cargo at the Israeli port 
of Haifa. This simply proves, however, that the blockade in this respeot 
has been complete and water-tight, and that the Egyptian Government 


has extorted from other governments an unwilling 


surrender to itS...«-. 
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surrender to its own illegitimate regulations, For it had been proclaimed 

and practised that whenever a tanker exercised its undoubted right of deliver- 
ing its crude ofl to Israel as in any other Mediterranean port, it would ba 
subject to penalties and sanctions effectively preventing its future operations 
in the Suez Canal. ‘Tens of millions of dollars havn been lost to Israel and 
larger sums to other countries through the need to purchase thousands of miles 
away the oil which should be available locally if Egypt stopped its piracy. 
This is merely a Bingle item in the great balance of loss inflicted by this 


illeral blockade, 


Second 
Teis Same is trae of Israel flag ships. The right of ships of all 


nationalities to free navigation through the Suez Canal justly pertains to 
Israel ships as well as to others, Although we possess this undoubted right, 
We have so far refrained from using it, knowing full well that the Egyptian 
regulations, although condemned by the Security Council, are nevertheless being 
exercised and would be applied against such ships. For the same reason, many 
plans and prospects of legitimate trade between Israel and countries on the 
African and Asian continents have had to be renounced, for no other reason 
than that the position in the Suez Canal waterway is governed not by any pre- 
cepts of international law, bot by illicit and arbitrary practices imposed by 
Egypt against the verdict of the international commnity. 

When it is argued for Eeypt that the traffic through the Canal for 
destinations other than Israel is constant and that the actual confiscations 
are relatively few, the argument is itself an index of Egypt's successful and 
flagrant transgression. It is like an armed highway robber saying that few 
people pass along his route these days in a direction which he does not approve, 
and that he therefore seldom has to use his gun. The more traffic passing 
through the Canal for destinations other than Israel and the fewer the con— 
fiscations, the more drastic and effective doen this prove the blockade to be, 


Nevertheless there has ... 
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Nevertheless there has been active intervention by the Eeyptian 
Suthorities, in cases where Sovereign countries have righteously declined 
to be intimidated by the restrictive regulations themselves. The Eeyptian 
Suthorities have drawn up a "black list" of ships bearing certain materials 
to Israel, and penalties are imposed uvon these vessele when they pass 
through the Canal. The disembarkation of their crews on Egyptian soil 
is forbidden and water end fuel are withheld. By the middle of 1950 the 
number of ships on this black list had reached 88 of which 70 vere oil 
t@nkers. This fully explains why such vessels have found it hard to ex-— 
ercise their free choice in respect of visiting Israel ports. 

From time to time my Government has informed the Security Council 
of other acts which illustrate the incidence of the blockade. I will re- 
count some of the most recent episodes. 

On October 31, 1952 # cargo of meat on the Norwegian vessel 
'Hinfrost' proceeding from Massava to Haifa through the Suez Canel was 
confiscated. 

On January 24, 1953 the Danish ship ‘Andreas Boye' was detained 
in the Gulf of Elath on its journey from Elath to Mombassa, It was escorted 
by an armed corvette to an Egyptian command post and held for 24 hours. 

On its way back from Mombassa to Elath, it was again held wp at the en- 
trance to the Gulf on March 10, 1953, ani held against its will for 33 
hours. 

On September 2, 1953, the Greek ship 'Parnon' was detained at 


Port Said on its voyage from Haifa, with a cargo of building materiale for 


Elath, and of Israel manufactured motor-—care destined for Mombassa. The 


ship was detained by the Zeyptian authorities for 11 days. 

On November 4, 1953 the Norwegian vessel 'Himfrost' vas again 
detained in the Canal on its way from Elath to Haifa and two fishing boats 
on board destined for Italy were confiscated. 

On December 3, 1953, Egyptian guns fired at the United States 
yoasel 'Albion' at the entry to the Gulf of Aqaba, with 4 cargo of wheat 
from Boston to the Jordanian Port of Aqaba. The Egyptian authorities 


stated that they hed acted in this way in the belief that the ship's 


destination was the.,. 
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destination was the Ieraeli Pert of Elath. It is, of course, & fact that 
Sn émerican, or indeed any other vessel, has precisely the same ricnt te 
proceed to Elath in Isrsel, as to Aqaba in Jordan. 

On December 16, 1953, 140 tons of meat and 20 tons of hides aboard 
the Italian ship 'Franca Meria' were confiscated on the way from Nassawe 
to Haifa. 

On December 20, 1953, a cargo of clothing and bicycles en route 
from Melbourne, Australia, to Genoa were confiscated from the Norwegian 
ship 'Lariten' on the grounds that the ship had an Israeli port es its 
destinetion. 

On January 1, 1954, Egyptian gunfire was directed at the entry 
of the Guif of Aqaba ageinst the Italian ship 'Maria Antonie’ on the way 
from Messawa to Elath. The ship was forcibly compelled to return to its 


port of origin. 
THE WEED FOR TOTAL ABOLITION OF HEGULATIONS 


On some of these and other occasions confiscated cargoes were 
released after protests by the governments of Borway, Greece, Italy and 
Ethiopia: or after representations by other governments in Cairo; or 
perhaps because it was deemed that sufficient damage hed been done to the 
trade concerned through the damage of perishable cargoes or through the 
enormously inflated costs imposed by such delays. Such ects of presumed 
condescension, however, are entirely irrelevant except insofar as they 
prove that concerted action by the United Nations supported particularly 
by the maritime powers, might well have the effect of bringing about the 
totel anmiment of these regulations. For the release of any isolated 
ship or cargo is not of the slightest substantive interest to my Govern- 
ment end does not constitute any degree of compliance by Egypt with the 
Security Council Resolution of September 1, 1951. These specific inter- 


ferences @re merely a subsidiary part of 4 blockade policy which works 


mainly by the very existence and general application of illicit regulations. 


Most shipping which would trade with Israel has been effectively driven 


off thia route, and the restrictions and humiliations of the kind which 


I have described.... 
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T have described are merely destined to render an almost complete blockade 


compirtely water—tight. 
EXTENSION OF THE BLOCKAIS 


Not content with maintaining the oxisting regulations against 
oil, ships, and so-called "war contraband", in violation of the Security 
Council Hesolution — the Egyptian Government has recently gone still further 
in its defiance, by extending these restrictions both in epece and in 
form. The Security Council will have noticed my reference to threats and 
acts of force against shipping in the Gulf of Elath (Aqeba) on the grounds 
that such shipping was destined for the Israeli Port of Hlath. ‘The inter- 
ference in question is conducted from the islands Tiran and Sanafir pre- 
viously uninhabited, on which the Seyptian Forces took up their station 
in the course of the year 1949. From this vantage point the Egyptian 
Government has’ acted like a highway robber at a narrow crossroads, dictating 
its will to those who pass to and fro. For this practice as for the ori- 
ginal restrictions in the Suez Canal waterway, Egypt's sole justification — 
which is frankly avowed — is the exercise of “belligerent rights." Where-— 
@s the restrictions in the Suez Canal are applied by the authority of the 
Eeyptian Government with the implicit sanction of force if its authority 
is defined, the restrictions in the Gulf of Aqaba are applied by the actual 
use of artillery or armed naval units. 

There is, of course, no legal or generic difference between the 
character of these two acts, restrictions at Suez 4nd those in the Gulf 
of Aqaba, and both are covered by the Security Council's Resolution of 
September 1, 1951 as well os by the General #érmistice fgreement. Fither 
Eeypt may exercise the righta of war at sea against Israel — or it my 
not! If it may, then it covld conceivably practice ite blockade policy botb 


Sn the Suez Canal and in the Gulf of Aqaba, if in the former case it were 


prepared, as it appears to be, to violate the Constantinople Convention. 


If, however, the situation of law is thet Epypt may not justifiably exercise 
"rights" of war at sea, then such exercise is equally illegal whether 


an 
practised at Port Said or in/international waterway leading into the Gulf 


of Agaba. 
While the Security Council... 
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“hile the Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1951 in- 
cludes & specific ban on restrictions against shipping {u the Suez Canal - 
since at that time the blockade was practised there alone — the same Pesolu— 
tion destroys the legal basia for all similar practices in other waters, In 
thia connection special importance attaches to paragraphs 5, 6, 7 and & 
which constitute a general denial by the Security Council of the Zeyptian 
doctrine of belligerent rights and, therefore, of any actions enywhere based 
upon that doctrine. Paragraph 5 determines without specific reference to 
any particular waterway that "neither party can reasonably assert that it 
is Actively a belligerent or requires to exercise the right of visit, search 
and seizure for any legitimate purpose of self-defence." 

This injunction is repeated in general language in the ensuing 
three paragraphs. 

In @ memorandum which I addressed to the Security Council on July 
d1, 1951, 1 expressed the apprehension that unless the blockade practice 
at Suez was checked "there is dis-oauietening evidence that it will become 
increasingly extended to other waters." Unhanpily this has proved to be the 
case. I have no doubt whatever thet since the Security Council has de- 
nounced the original blockade practice, it will, with increased vigor, con-— 
demn @ defiant extension of that practice. There can be no question that if 
the sovereign government of Ethiopia, or of any other country in Africa or 
Asia, desires to trade with the sovereign Government of Israel, whether 
through the Suez Canal water-way or through the Gulf of Aqsbsa, and if the 
sovereign Government of Italy or of Greece or Denmark vishes to make its 
shipping available for such trade, then it is en encroachment by Egypt upon 
the sovereignty of all those countries, when it attempts to impose upon tnem 
its own policy of boycott and blockede. Whether other countries sell o11 
er food or clothing or any article whatsoever to israel, and whether they 
import any article whatsoever from Israel, is & matter falling within their 
exclusive discretion, and one over which Egypt hes not the sligntest right 
to impose its own will against their eonoent. These countries gre not 


colonies of Egypt, and are not called upon to subject their commercial or 
economic policies to Egypt's condescension or agreement. 


Any claim by Egypt that in the Gulf of Elath it io merely exercis- 
ing the rights of sovereignty in territorial waters vould be totelly frivo- 
lous, since there is no way of approaching any place on the northern shore 
of that narrow gulf without 2 ship passing through the territorial waters 
of any or all of four countries - Egypt, Israel, Jordan and Saudi Arabia. 


We should thus.... 
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We should thug arrive mt the abyurdity that any one of these four 
governments could at any time use its armed force in the straita of Aqaba te 
prevent a ship fron reaching any othor of the three littoral states. It is 
not difficult to conceive what a maritime jungle would be created by such a 
ludicrous theory, International law and practice on this question is quite 
Clear ond explicit, I shall also be able, if necessary, to offer documentary 
proof in my Government's possession that the Egyptian Government Imows and has 
stated that interference with fvee pacsage in the Gulf of Aqaba is contrary ‘to 
international law, In any case, however, the blockade practice at Elath is 
Specifically ruled out, first by Article II (2) of the Armistice Agreement for- 
bidding any warlike or hostile acts: second, by the interpretation of Dr. 
Bunche and General Riley that all acts of blockade are ruled ont by the Arm 
istice Agreement, and were so understood at Rhodes: third, by the Security 
Council's Resolutions of Ameust 11, 1949 and November 17, 1950, forbidding any 
further hostile acts whether at Suez or anywhere else and, finally, by the 
Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1951, which in its fifth para- 
graph discualifies Egypt from exercising rights of visit, search and seizure 
in any waters on the grounds of active belligerency. 

I summarize the sombre course of svents since the adoption of the 
Security Council's Resolution on September 1, 1951. The regulations eriginally 
denounced ty the Security Council have been retained in full force with the 
result that the deterrent blockade has tecome increasingly tightened, The 
nunber of active interventions against the ships of many countries has increas- 
ed, with adverse immediate effects and with the purpose of closing any loop- 
holes through which legitimate navigation and commerce may still take place, 


The restrictions have been extended to the Gulf of Aqaba in violation of the 


Armistice Agreement and the Security Council Resolutions of August 11, 1949, 


November 17, 1950, and September 1, 1951. In the Suez Canal itself new restric- 
tions have been introduced, in addition to those already defined as illegal, 
and wider categories of goods are brought under the abusive practice of visit, 
search and seizure. ‘Special regulations heave been instituted to interfere with 


shipping passing through the Suez Canali to Plath. 


Another development in ...» 
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Another devolopment in this period, equally erave, is the 
publication of a memorandum, ascribed by tha Ereyptian rrogs to the Government 
of Zeypt, setting out the reasons for theso new rostrictions. ‘The operative 
part of this momorandun reads as follows:— 


"Tho Anti-Israel Boycott Committee asked for the passing 

of logislation designed to tighten the siege against Isracl 
both by confiscating all Israeli goods of all kinds and by 
oolzing all ships carrying goods to or from Isracl, as 
is being practised in all other Arab countries. Tho Arab 
Governments also asked Egypt to take appropriate measures 
in order to confiscate food shipments going to Israel through 
Eeyptian territoriel waters in & manner similar to the 
measures underteken by the Governments of Iraq, Syria and 
Jordan. These Governments have not rade any distinction 
betwooen war contraband and fcod. They are confiscating 

811 shipments going to or coming from Isracl as they con- 
Sider them to be onemy property. 


"Similarly, the Director cf the Csastal Guard Department 
submitted a memorandum pointing out that Israel was showing 
increasing oconomic activity and was establishing e mer- 
chant fleet to handle all its imports from South and East 
Africa. In conclusion the Director asked that the Decree 
of February 10th, 1950, be amended in such a manner as to 
Bllow confiscation of food and other commodities, and he 
pointed out that the committee of Ministerial Undor—sec- 
retarios expressed agroement with this views 


"In view of the fact that modern wars are characterised by 
the total mobilisation of all economic resources in supnort 
of the war potential, as well as by the direct or indirect 
participation of the peoples in the belligerent states, it 
has become difficult to distinguish betwoen the fighting 
forces and the civilian pormlation and between the supplies 
destined for one or the other of them: It has therefore 
become customary in international relations to regard all 
imports of a belligerent state as war contraband. Con- 
sequently, Egypt has to take sterner measures to attain the 
desired ond." 


The Security Council will note that this memorandum is ea document 
of rare insolence, for it adduces in supnort of the Egyptian nractice a serios 
of arguments every one of which has been categorically rojocted by tho Security 


Council in its Renoclution of September 1, 1951. 


Tho Security Council cannot fail to ask itself in astonishront on 
whet grounds these illegal acts can poss bly be justifind by Egrpt against the 


accumulated weight of international consures On no singlo eccasion haye the 


Egyptian authorities been able to find such justification except in terms of 


arguments elready heard and rejected by the Security Council itself. 


Let ma analyz@ess 
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Let mo analyse briefly what these arguments have beon. Firat» 
Zeypt has contonded that thore oxiota a atate of war botwoen Egypt and Israol, 
and that Beypt consequently hao an alleged "right" to perform hostile acto 
against Israel, Tho fact in, however, thet no such legitimate "state of war" 
existe. Egypt has nevor declared war egainst Israol or requested international 
recognition of such a declarations The Egyptian assault wpon Isreel was ccn— 
feossed by the Egyntian representative in the Security Council to have arisen 


from Seyptian initiative without declaration of wer. Tho United States re- 


prosentative referred to this assault es "an ageression of international 


eharacter", and other representative: endorsed this definition. So fer from 
sccording recognition to this attack, the Security Council requested Egypt 
not to launch it at all, and to bring it to an end as soon as it had been 
leunched. It is surprising to hear it suggested that Egypt now possesses & 
series of rights and immunities at the expense of Isracl and other nations, 
arising from the fact that it burst out of its frontier, in May 1948 against 
the will and injunction of the Security Council. Even more fantastic is the 
Egyptian thesis that acts based on en unrecognised state of war can be 
justified five years efter the ond of hostilities and two and a4 half yoars 
after the Security Council has rejected the Serptian concept of a state of wary 
and any acts of blockade based wpon that concept. In our discussions of 
1951, I pointed cut that the Egyptian theory of the state of war had not 
even been sincerely or consistently held. In August 1949, the Egyptian re- 
precentative took the opposite view, holding that since no residuo of a 
state of war existed, belligerent restrictions should no longor bo applied, 


and ESeypt showld regain its froeiom to import arms. 


Eren oarlior in«.- 
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Even earlier in April 1949, it had been reported from Lausanne thet 
"Arab representatives have informed the Palestine Concilia— 
tion Commission that fo thero had never been a formal 
otate of wer with Isracl, no formal peace treaty with 
Isracl can bo signed." 
The Socurity Council can now draw its conclusions about this 
Boloctive theory of a state of wax when Egypt wishes to import arms or de- 
Cliines to sign a peace treaty, they claim virtuously that no state of war 
over exinted. When it comes to searching desperately for legal ground on 
which to justify a blockade, a full grown "state of war" springs into mir- 
eculous existence for the first time, long after the signature of an agres— 
ment signifying the end of hostilities. 
This must te the first time in international history that a stato 
ry 
of war has originated from hostilities long after the official and permanent 
terminations 

Finally, this Egyptian argument based on a "state of war" is refuted 
in the Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1951, (Paragraph 5). It 
was glso dismissed in the discussion by the Representatives of France 
(SPV 552, paragraphs 19-20, and 30), the United Kingdom (SPV 552, paragraphs 
7 end 10), the Netherlands (SPV 553, paragraph 15) and Brazil (SFV 552, 
paragraphs 54-57). 

The Brazilian represGutative correctly pointed out: 

"J mist say that the Souncil should not allow the thesis 

of the existonce of a state of war betweon Israsl and the 
other signatories of the General Armistice Agreements of 
1949 to justify the resort to hostile acts by any of tho 
parties...Should we acient the Egyptian thesis, we should 
be bound to recognize any measures of reprisal adopted by 
the Israel Government. It is obvious that in the cxthango 
of hostile acts that would follow, wo could hardly expect 
to lay the foundations of a definite solution to the 
Palestine probleme” 

The second argument adduced by the Egyptian Government has been 
thet since many treaties called armistice treaties in past or present history 
have not brought hostilitics to a permanont end and heave been compatible with 
the maintenance of belligerent rights, the Zgyptian—Israel Agreement 
which also has the word “armistice” in its title, must also co-exist with 
continued acts of hostility. 


The Security Counciles. 





‘ 
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The Security Council naturally had no diffioulty in dismissing 


Shis argument. It is quite immaterial to ask what other armistice +ronttos 


have contained or not contained. The only issue is what is allowed or not 
Bllowed under this Armistice Agreement signod between Israel and Egypt at 
Rhodes on the 2+th February 1949. This Agreoment utterly and categorically 
forbids the continuation or resumption of any hostile acts.» The United Nations 
Chief of Staff made this point cogently at a menting of the Special Committce 
at which ho said: 


"Certainly there was no declaration of war; it was a question 
of acceptance or non—acceptance of the Security Council re—- 
solution of 1948..ecertainly in their spirit and letter the 
Armistice Agreements had no thought of a resumption of hos- 
tilities...You may quote all the international authorities 
in the world on armistice @greements, tut when you checx 
your own Armistice Agreement you will find that it is 
almost unique in history. The parties themealves hava 
evolved in this Armistice Agreement certain principies 

on which international jurists have yet to write bocks, 

and cerjainly this Armistice Agreement does not in any wey 
shane o> form justify cither party talking about the roe— 
sumption of war." 


The same view was taken ty the Security Council in its Resolutions 
of 11 August 1949, 17 Novembor 1950 and September 1, 1951, stating that tre 
Armistice Agreemont forvade all hostile ects. Many members of the Security 
Gouncil supported thie view ty rejecting the Egyptian thesis that this 
particular Armistice Agreement allowed the signatories to continue acts of 
hostility. To take one example out of many, I quote the Representative of 
France? 

"The armistice regime which has been in existence between 
Beypt and Israel for nearly two and a half years differs 
from the classical type of armistice insofar as it is of 
an expressly permanent character and cannot therefore be 
anmalled by a resumption of hostilities. It can only 
reach its consummation by endorsing the peace it has al- 
Teady brought about. Since neither State is actively a 
belligerent there can be no justification for exercising 
the right of visit, search and seizure." 
A third Egyptian argument has stated that these restrictions are 


necessary for purposes of "self-defence" or Usolf—preservations" 


= 
a 
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The Security Council's Resolution in parngraph § determines on 
the-contrary "that the blockade practice cannot in the prevailing circun- 
stances be justified on the ground that it is neccessary for sclf-defence". 


The doctrine of "self-defence" was specifically rejected by the United 


Kingiom (SPV/550, pares. 93,94), Brazil (SP¥/550, pare.£5), Ecuador (sPy/ 553, 


para, 122) and ty the Netherlands (SPV/553, paras. 15 and 18), The represente- 
tive of the Netherlands correctly pointed out that the right of self-defence 
defined in Article 51 of our Charter exists only when an armed attack has becn 
carried out and even then until such time as the Security Council has inter- 
yened, and that neither of these two conditions have ever existed. Egypt bas 
never been subjected or threatened by an armed attack from Israel — Israel has 
been invaded by Egypt and is still a target of an Egyptian practice of belii— 
gerency. On the other hand, the Security Council has been dealing with the 


Arab affair since May 1945. 


With these main arguments lying at its feet in ruins Egypt hed 
recourse in 1951, as now, to the most wild and reckless manocuvres. Thus, 
it stated at one time that the Security Council lacked competence to deal 
with the question. Little was heard of this assertion in the course of the 
debate and I dowbt if we shall hear it now. 

The Security Council might find this hard to telieva, but the 
Eeyptian delegation asserted in 1951, that since five members of the Security 
Gouncil hed protested to Egypt ezeinst its maritine restrictions, they were 
parties to a "dispute" and should not be nllowed to vote in the Security 
Council, This nonsence wasted the Council's time for forty-eight hours, 
which was presumably its sole objective, 

At other times Egypt has taken refuge in the most far—fetched 
argument of gall, namely that there were other questions affecting the 
relations of Israel with its neighbours in which the Arab States thought 


themselves to have lefitimate grounda of gzievance, The answer to this, 


of couret 415 sees 
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eaet course, is that they have a complete right and duty to do what Isroesl has 
J-Sone in the Sues Canal case, namely, to tale their complaint first t-rcues 
the Mixed Armistice Comminsion, then, if there in an appeal, to the Special 
Committee; and finally, if m solution is not reached, to the Security Council 
itself, where the problems will doubtless be considered on their merits, It 
should, however, be obvious that Ezypt is in the worst pocsible position 
to demand redress for its own grievances from a Security Council whose 
major decision on the Egyptian—Israel Armistice 4t bas flouted and defied 
for many years, It is difficult to imagine any party coming to a court 
with less clean hands. 

But the Security Council knows very well that the Suez and 
Elath restrictions are not merely the greatest violation ever recorded 
in the Armistice Agreement; they aloo constitute the only cutstanding 
gap in the structure of that Ahereemsnt, There sre no other complaints, 
none whatsoever, which have been taken in due stages through the 
armistice organs and have remained without redress, Nothing could be 
more foolish or reckless than the Egyptian invocation for the second 
time in six months of an utterly false legend about the demilitarized 
zone at El Aujs. The position there is in complete confornity with 
the letter and spirit of the Armistice Agreement, We are completely 
unimpressed by this diversionary ami ponic-stricken manoeuvre which 
4g nothing but an Egyptian confession of an untenable position in 
respect of the Suez blockade. The main Egyptian complaint under this 
heading has been rejected by the Mixed Armistice Commission. The 
remaining complaint against the presence of a few policemen in a renote 
village has teen upheld but ig mow under appeal. I am confident that 
ae solution will be found despite the Egyptian attempt to prevent the 
course of judgement by circumventing the Special Committee from its 
rightful criticism of Egypt's major international misconduct in 


respect of the blockade. 
HE SECURITY COUNCIL'S DUTY. eee 
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THE SECURITY COUNCIL'S DUTY 


Mr. President, io not the duty of the Security Council so clear and 
urgenti Every consideration of international principle and regional peace re- 
quires the confirmation and further strengthening ty the Security Council of 


established policy. 


Such action is required in the first place in order to save the 


Eeyptian—Israel Armistice from total collapse. For how can such a treaty func- 


tion effectively between two parties, one of which regards it as a total renun- 
ciation of hostile acts while the other interprets it as a cloak for acts of 
unilaterel war? My Government is not prepared to acquiesce in such a travesty 
or to suffer acta of war without due response. 

Two and a half years ago the Representative of the United States said: 

"The United States ia firmly of the opinion that the 
restrictions which Feypt is exercising over ships 
passing through the Suez Canal are inconsistent with 
the spirit and intent of the Armistice Agreement ... 
The result of this hostile act is the engendering of 
hostility in return which places in jeopardy the peace 
and stabllity of the area,” 

What value could be attached to other armistice decisions, to other 
requests and verdicts if this broad question affecting the first of the four 
Armistice Agreements were to be contemptuously set aside? if the parties were 
to assume their own freedom to perform hostile acts against each other, who 
kmows whither this melancholy sequence mignt lead? The Security Council is 
therefore called upon to act swiftly and effectively to save the integrity of 
the armistice systen., 

-Eut the Security Council is also faced with a supreme teat of its own 
euthority. Never tefore in any issue effecting the Middle East has a Security 
Council decision on a matter of peace and security been tims comprehonsively 
defied, Indeed, until recently ell other cases which were not settled by the 
Armistice Committees have found a solution in the Security Council, If the 
suthority of the Security Council as the finnl arbiter of armistice dispuves 
were to be shattered ty Ecyptian intransigence, a central pillar of the arniz- 
tice system would crumble away at the very moment when that syatem is in most 
need of atronger support. 


in the Security Council's ... 
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In the Security Council's debates in 1948, the present Foreign 
Hinieter of Egypt expresoed himself vehemently concerning the optional 
character of General Assembly Resolutions. He said: 

"Eeypt does not choose to comply with the Resolution of 
the General Assembly; this is our privilege under the 
Charter." 

Vhatever the juridical merits of that view concerning other organs 
of the United Nations, the fact remains that Egypt has, by its signature, re—- 
cognized the Security Council's authority to supervise the Armistice Agree- 
ment. 

It is clear from this and from cur Charter that in such matters és 
these, affecting international peace and security, decisions taken by this 
Council like that handed down on September 1, 1951 possess a far greater legal 
and moral force than do the resolutions of any other international body. A 
grave moment will be reached in the history of the Security Council if this 
precedent for the total defiance of its will becomes more firmly established. 

Beyond the integrity of the Armistice system and the authority of 
the Security Council which are both in deadly hazard, there @rise in this case 
the great principles of international law relating to free navigetion; prin- 
ciples sanctioned by long usage in the past, and never violated excent at the 
risk of ver. In Yovember 1951 a "Commission to Study the Organization of 
Peace", established by the American Association for United Nations cogently 
declered: 

“To permit particular countries to teke advantage of 
territorial propinguity, @8 nerspapers reports indicate 
that Eeypt is doing, will certainly provoke controversy 
and, perhaps, result in the threat of peace." 

There is no member of the Security Council, indeed, there is scarce-- 
ly a country in the world whose vital interests will not suffer if it is es- 
tablished that individuel countries may, through the chance of geogrephica: 
fortune, exercise arbitrary bans and restrictions without international con- 


sent over the nerrow water-ways which join the high seas and determine the 


unity of the maritime world, This is such a sensitive question for so many 


countries, that it is not surprising to find that & blockade practice of this 


kind has seldom lasted for long without resulting in 8 threat to international 


peace. 


Another issue here.... 
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Another Lsoue here is the peace of the Middle Fast which is bound 
to receroe even further into the future if the existing Armistice Agreements, 
based, in the lest resort, on Security Council Resolutions are allowed to 
ecegenerate into a sequence of hostile acts. 

so, too, will the economic welfare of the region te undermined if 
sanction is given to these outrageous wasteful practices, forcing states in 
the area to depend on remote markets and sources of supply and thus remaining 
artificially dependent on externsl assistance. 

While Israel is the avowed target of these illegal policies, we cannot 
fail to te inspired by the messages of solidarity and support which have reach- 
ed us from so many maritime countries, toth within and outside the Security 
Council, whose legitimate freedom to navigate the seas in peace is an essential 
element of their welfare and security. 

Parhaps the most frustrating feature of this situation is that 
Egypt's compliance with the Security Council Resolution would involve no dif- 
ficulty, no danger to Egypt; no prejudice to her economy or security, no bur- 
dens upon her political or economic freedom. In this very Security idea) 
175th meeting on August 5, 1947, the Egyptian Prime Minister Nukrashi Pasha, 
while justly emphasizing the absolutenessa of Egyptian sovereignty over every 
inch of Egyptian soil stated that the Suez Canal was "a free artery, onen +2 
all nations in time of peace and in time of war." 

The more we emphasize the fact of unqualified Egyptian sovereignty 
on each bank of the Suez Canal, the more we imply Egypt's unconditional duty to 
manifest the first token of such sovereignty - the capacity for faithful main- 
tenance of international rights at this great historic crossroada where three 


continents of the old world meet. 


Sy 


The leaders of my Government have stated on many occasions that they 
have no desire whatever to impede the full attainment of Egypt's national 


aspirations; and I am empowered to reiterate that assurance. Eow remarkably 


would Egypt's prestige and authority be exalted for the benefit of its wider 


cause if, by the abandonment of these illicit regulations, it were to denon- 
strate its ragpect for international agreements, and its concern for the un- 


doubted rights of other countries near and far? 


For thes@ rensong .«.. 
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For these reasons it is difficult to imagine how the Security Council 
could render a more significant contribution to the peace of the Middle East 
end of the world than by gathering the full weight of its influence tehind 
ita declared policy for the completa termination of these restrictions. 

Rarely could a single success communicate such wide influences of benefit to 
ao many sectors of international life, 

Accordingly, the Government of Iarsel requests the Security Council 
to bring about the immediate and total cessation of all belligerent practices 
and restrictions toth in the Suez Canal and in the Gulf of Elath, ‘We urge 
the Council to safeguard its own dignity by rescuing its previously adopted 
Resolution from contempt, ‘We consider that the Security Council cannot pass, 
without the strongest censure, over the fact that ite verdict has already teen 
defied for so long. We hold that om this occasion the Security Council should 
not be content with a vigorous expression of its desire which, I am certain, 
will te forthcoming, tut that it should also establish such machineries and 
procedures apg will enatle it to follew wp the course of its Hesolutionsa and 
to receive regular reports on the fulfilment er non-fulfilment of its behest. 
In calling for the totel cancellation of all these restrictions, old and new, 
which have already teen the subject of the Security Council's categorical 
epposition, my Government dedicated itself to the prosecution of this case 
to its ultimate linit. 

The continuation of a hostile act, based on the assertion of a 
atate of wor, in prolonged and deliberate defiance of a Security Council Re- 
solution, clearly creates the kind of situation to which the enforcement 
measures laid down in Chanter VII of the Charter should apply. My Covernment 


believes that the Security Council sholuld take such measures in response to 


Egypt's violation, unless it receives assurance in this debate that the re- 


strictions will be immediately cancelled. 


We reserve the right to engage the conetant attention of the Security 


Council in this mtter until such time as these restrictions are totally atsa- 
doned. Their abolition will be an event of high importance bringing satia- 
faction to the world commmity, the high credit and advantage of Egynot, and 


blessed relief to the security and welfare of the Hiddle East. 


Copy of the 1951 Resolution is appended to this statement. 
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JOINT DHAFT RESOUUTT( ‘ON ON THE PALE 
iH f LZ Ler 1 TIONS 4 oi RAT 
AND UNIT: = 


5. ‘hugast 
The Security Council, 


i. Reselling that in its resolution of 11 August 1949 relating to 

the conclusion of Armistice Agreements between Israel and the neignbour- 
ing Arab States it drew attention tothe pledges in these Kgreoments against 
further acts of hostility between the parties 

: 2, Recalling further that in its resolution of 17 November 1950 it re- 
minded the States concerned that the Armistice Agreements to which they are 
Parties contemplate the return to permanent peace in Palestine, and thorefore 
urged them and other States in the area to take all such steps as will lead 
te the. settlement of the issues between thom; ; 


34 Noting the report of the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
Organisation fc the Security Council of 12 June 1951; 


4. Furthor noting thet the pies of Staff of the Truce Supervision 

Organisation recalied the statement the senior Egyptian delegate in Rhodes 
on 13 January 1949, to the effect ae his delegation was inspired "with 
every spirit of cooperation, conciliation, and a sincere desire to restore 
peace in Palestine", and that the Egyptian Government have not complied with 
the earnest plea of the Chicf of Staff mide to the Deyptian dolegate on 12 
June 1951, that thay desist from the present practieso of interfering with tho 
passage through the Sues Canal of goods destined for Israel; 


5, Considering thot since the irmistice regime which has been in cxistence 
for nearly two and a half years is of a permanent charactor, neither party can 
reascoably assert that it is actively a belligerent or requires to exercise the 
right of visit, search, and seizure for any legitimate purpose of sclf-defence; 

6. Finds that the miintenance of the Bie tice mentioned in paragraph 4 

piceful settlement between the 
¢ in Palestine set forth in 


nbove is inconsistoant with the objectives of a pe 
Pirties and the establishment of a permanont peac 
the Armistice Agreement; 


7. Finds* further that such practice is an abuse of the exercise of the 
right of visit, search and seizure; 


&, Further finds that that practico cannot in the prevailing circumstances 
Be justified on the grounds that it is nocessary for self-defence; 


9, And further noting thet the restrictions on the passage of goods through 
the Sues Canal to Israeli ports are denying to nations at no time connected with 
the conflict in Palestine valuable supplics required for their economic recen- 
struction, and that these restrictions together with sanctions pps a by agypt 
to certain ships which have visited Isracli ports represent unjustified inter- 
ference with the rights of nations to mivigzte the sets and to trade frecty 
with one another, including the Arab States and Isracl; 


10, Calls upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the passage of 
internntional commercinl shipping and goods through the Sucs Canal wherevor 
bound and to cease all interferonce with such shipping DEyoRG that cssenticl 
to the safoaty of shipping in the Canal itself ond te the observance of the 
international conventions in force. 
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raising pclore the Security « ouneil ag Lin Al 


the redrictions imps}. xy Egypt on 


movenent o1 cureoc® Lo Israel thro 
Suez Canal. The Minister also 
ine di po Mate represenialives 
the Powers repre ented on the 
expla the EF pian viewpoint. 
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Le _ 1 - 5 7 ro fay a: | a i! rim Tit Bul MJ tte i =! 
Similarly, the Director of the Coantal Guare hep 


memorandum pointing out that larael wad showing incregaeing economic 


: "I ae : Tos iJ 
activity and was eatablishing a merchant Tleet te ap <i 
Ee conclusion the Director &sxed 


randle all ita 


imports from South and East Africa. tn 
that the Decree of 10 Fetruary 1 ; 
slliow confiscation of food and other commodities, and he pointed out 


950 be amended in such & Manner 4&p tH 
that the committee of Ministerial Under-Se 
with this view. 


cretariesa expressed Bereement 


"tm view of the fact that modern wars are characterized by the total 
sobilization of all. economic resources in support of the war potential, 
as well as by the direct or indirect perticipation of the peoples in 
the belligerent states, it has become difficult to distinguish between 
the fighting forces and the civilian populations, end between the supplies 
destined for one or the other of them, It has therefore become customary 
in international relaticns to regard all imports of a belligerent state 
Qs war contraband. Consequently Egypt has to take sterner measures to 
attain the desired end." 
i ‘i " ma a & e a F & 4 - » aa 
G&. the clain of Feypt to the exercise of rights cof wer against Israel 
is inherently offensive to the Charter and wes specifically and categorically 
rejected by the Security Council in its resolution of 1 September 1951. It 
fcliows, therefore, that the Egyptian practice of interference with shipping 
trading with Israel through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Akaba, and all the 
official decrees on which such practice is based, are arbitrary acts of 
uniieteral hostility in flagrant viclation of this resolution and of other 
international obligetions binding upon Feypt in respect of free passege through 
the Suez Canal. 
During the past two years, the Egyptian Government 
s 
certain confiscated cargoes, after 
overeignty and maritime rights Erypt 
an isolated ship or cargo does not in any way free the Government 
from ite clear obligation unconditionally to terminate all exercise of 
threats and deterrents to the freedom 


8 their shipping through the Canal to any desired 


It is very disquieting to find that a Member 5 


Das maintained and ageravated such 4a major violation of 








Page 102 





Page 103 


DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANBERRA, 


——= =< - s —a 


v 
®.. of Paper.... Class’. \oistle, ders File No. 


Published at... TES Hee Date..28 


1, 


ISRAEL URGES U.N. 
TO AIR SUEZ CURBS 


Speelal to Tae Mew Yoex Torre. 

UNITED NATIONS. N. Y., 
Jan, 27—Israel called today for 
United. Nations Security Council 
hearings on Egypt's refusal] to al- 
dow Israeli-bound ships to pass 
\through the Suez Canal. 

The Egyptian blockade policy 
is a Vidlation of a sharply worded 
1951 Council resolution asking 
Egypt to open the cana! to all 
trafiic, Israel charged. The Is- 
jraelis complained also that re- 
strictiongs Imposed by Cairo on 
cargo destined for Isracl violated 
the armistice between the two 
countri¢s and ran counter to iIn- 
i ternational law, 

For weeks, the idea of calling 
the Councll toa meet on the dis- 
pute oVer passage through the 
canal has been on the desks of 
Israeli Foreign Office - officials. 
Prime Minister Moshe Sharrett 
sent a table today to Abba &. 
EXban, his Ambassador in Wash- 
Ington and chief United Nations 
delerate, telling him to go ahead 
with the protest. 

The Israeli delegation said that 
the formal] letter requesting the 
hearings waa being sent to Dr. 
Charles Malik of Lebanon, this 
month's president of the Council, 
No request was made for an im- 
imedinte meeting and the Israelis 
apparently prefer to avoid a ses- 
ision with Dr. Malik presiding. 
The presidency will go to Leallie 
jknox Munro of New 2#ealand 
\Feb, 1. 
| Israeli spokesmen said. that 
their delegation would present 
details of many incidents involv- 
jing. Egyptian refusal to allow 
‘ships destined for Israc!l to pars 

ithrourh the canal. They said the 

complaint was not based on any 
ane incident but on Egypt's gen- 
peral policy, which Lerael Has been 
protesting since 195! 


National:Archives of Australia NAA: A1838, 163/11/24/1 PART 4 
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Egypt Tightens Conirols 


| i= 


| On Shipping for Israel 
| pis 


CAIRO, Jan. 25 LPi—Egypt 
ordered new controls today on 
ships passing through the Suez 
Canal enroute to the Red Sea's 
Gulf of Aqaba. The measures 
were aimed at tightening the 
Arab League's economic blocx- 
ade of Isracl. 

The controls affect al) ships 
Saund through the canal for 
agaba, a Jordan port on the 
gulf near the Sinal peninusis. 

The new Measures will re- 

| quire all Agaba-bound ships to: 
| i.Inform Egyptian authori- 
| thes In the Suez Canal ares of 
their destination. 
2.Produce a certificate from 
Jordanian euthorities that their | 
cargoes are d@stined for Jordan. | 
5. Submit a detailed inventory | 
of their carcocs. 
4; Inform Egyptian authorities | 
of the date when the ship enters 
the culf. 


| | 
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INWARD TELEGRAM 


CThis document Is the property of Her Majoity's Government ln Now Zeolond) 


PROM: Wiech Commiaaioner for Nev Zealand, London 
TO: llinister of External Affairs, ‘“ellinrton, lo,96 
REPr Ds Neue Permanent Rep, to U.:). Nev York, 


D: 23 January 195k Ro 2h January 1954 
1h. 26 BTA’ 


Cek, 0. telerram ¥.10.196 


United Xincdom decision to support iorael 
appeal in Security Council (subject, however, to 
consultation vith United Fenteat wag taken at 
Cabinet mesting on Thursday. Churchill in varticular 
favoured strong and prompt support to Joraelis in this 
matter, He believed such action would be welcome in 
Parliament (numerous parliamentary questions in last 
year) and that it micht also chift emphasis from the 
Canal Base to the question of freedom tranoit Shrough 
Canal, Foreign Office oninion was that raising in 
Security Council would not adversely aticct 
negotiations with Egypt. Cabinet left matter rather 
Vague with agreement that United itates should be 
consulted and that subseavently other maritime povers 
should perhaps be sounded to nee how far they are 
interested. 


2a Question was raised as to whether Egypt hes 
legal rights based on hostilities, even though there 

4s an armistice, Foreign Office instructed to exemine 
this point. “e hope to obtain their opinion when ready 
probably next week. 


Be First reaction of State Department — but only 
at desk level — vas rather that Israelis should be 
discourazed from raisinc question, but thio wac partly 
because jtate Department had been asouming that United 
Kingdom vould still fear interference with Egyptian 
nerotiations. 

Le If you have definite views they vould be 

moat effective if presented at this fluid stage of 
conoultntion, and United Kingdom would releome them, 


‘ J 2. fF ne d) 1) ie Try 
(7.464) 


4ninter of External Affair: 
ecretary of External Aiinirs 


Ae 1. 5h 





bee Permanent Rep: 
Li nig tor i i 


25 January 
edt 


P10. 
SscunTiy couric 
% do underct 
shortiy the quection 
of 1 Gentember 195° 
pasaage of sh 
According to - 
mide to recent 
fortress Tired 
at the entrance 


3 BIBLY Peswip7To 
in a pi conterence } bere he Seeretarye- 

General when asked to comment on tre Thdian proposal 

replied that withoos Snouinr ike outcome of efforto to 

Teoume nemotiotions at Panmunjom, he found it difficult 

te oay anything about the w.sfulness of an Accembly 

seapion that would elec a: n the cocvoi 

political confercnce. 

tolks at Panmunjom vouls 

fruLtful vay to find the 

conference than wo 

decision to hoid an 

would depend on the 


feeling amons 

as a “winding Up o} 
ezictence, ff the Aase¢ 
favoured 9 Fenruary ac 
in favour of diccus 
refiected in tne ine 
favourable replies 
majority vould not 
conference it there 
Panmunjom talks, This 
"“diseinlining” of tine £ 
'Moes' renorto Aner 
Vebruary. It netes ral 
Gtates opens on 2 warch 2 
resumption on 2 rebruars 


mecensary if conftiict 
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The Minister of External Affairs, Wellinteton, 
The Ni.Z, High Commissioner, Canberra, 
DATED; 25 January 195), BECEIVED: 68,15 a.m, 26/1/54 


No, 16, SECRET. 

Deputy 77, repeated Tanekaha 25, Kauri 16, 

pOYPITIAN BLOCKADE OF ISRAEL, 

Thank you for you 96, We were surprised to learn 
(CRO No. 19) that there had been an intensification of the 
Egyptian blockade of Israel for (apart from the recent incident 
at Aqaba) the last information which we hal received was 
that the Egyptians were applying the restrictions less 
rigorously. 

We would think that, followings the Sibya and Banat Yakov 
disputes, Israel is using the complaint to regain the 
initiative in the Council, Our initial reaction is that the 
appeal should be discouracéd because a Security Council debate 
(in which the United Kincdom would of necessity play a leading 
role) would have an wnfavoursble impact on the Canal base 
necotiations and because we are doubtful whether any positive 
result cm be achieved, 

We feel that if the Security Council were concerned over 
Ecypt's failure to obey the Council's resolution of 1 September 
1951 it should have taken action long before this. in our view,| 
there is no useful purpose to be served by resuscitating the 
matter at the present time unless the three “cstern Powers 
heye in mind measures whereby Egypt will be induced to comply 
with a new Security Council resolution, 

le should be interssted to have the Poreign Office opinion 
mentioned im your second paracrapn.e It is significant that 
in 1951 the Security Council discussions and resolution clossed 
over the lecal issues involved and we recoll that the Poreign 


that 


=, t 7 ci 


Office opinion given to Sir Cecil Day on 7 Aucust 1951 was 
Seypt was acting within her strict leral rights in imposing 
blockade measures. Despite the time which has elapsed 


since the end of fichting between israel and Egypt, it appears 





iS, and to the Minister in partic lar, that Egypt's action 
S still technically correct though of course morally un= 
justifiable, My Webb wonders whether it may not be that 
the lapse of time and chance of circumstances have combined 
to deprive her action of even legal justification, 

You are of course aware that on 7 August 1951 we protested 
direct to Egypt against her interference with ahipping passing 
through ths Suez Canal, You will appreciate that the views 
siven above are directed solely to the question as to the 
advisability of encouraging the Israelis to submit their com 
plaint to the Council at the present time, Should the matter 
nevertheless be debated in the Council, our attitude is likely 
to be in consonance with that outlined in our letter to the 
Egyptian Government. 

Canberra only. We should be grateful for any information 
the Australian authorities might be able to provide on the 


facts of the present situation, 


Se 
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third 4 ned 
th e 346 tons 4,8 rnon” under 
lraders na hinvers Ltd. The shi 
September with s cargo of Israel asnembled Kei: 
anc _ ert 1 eonsignments of locally manufactured 
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reirigerators tor export to Kenya and ' PE 
carrying 500 tons of asphalt for ivery 
rt Of Bbilat on the Guilt of Anquabe ne 
used for road tmildine. The "Parnon" waa 
} said by the Eryptian authorities who are 
sencitad here as Having said that, while they did not. object 
to israel] exports being shipped through the Suez Canal, 
they refused to allow the Canal te be used to carry revi Me 
between Isreel ports.It would eppear that some days later 
an f£eyotian prize court declared the asphalt "war each 
Bithouch the eantain refused to hand it over to the Egyotian 
Bsuthorities 
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Immediately news of the detention reached 
this country the Ministry for Foreign Affairs stated thet 
its delegeation to the United Nations had been instructed toa 
prepare 2 protest to the Security Council. The protest in 
the form of a letter was meade on the oth September, and 
referred to the Generel Assembly's 1951 decision regerding 
the Suez Canal and General Riley's statement that the 
economic blockade was opposed to the spirit of the Israel- 
Egyptian armistice agreement. The Ministry was also emphatic 
in its opinion that ae asphalt could not under any circumstvences 
be considered strategic and that, in any case, Israel main- 
teined the right.of Pras passage through an internationel 
waterway. 


The final decision of the Egyptian authorities 
to ellow the "Parnon" free pessege through the Canal, complete 
with its Eilat bound cargo, has been hailed by the Hebrew 
press and the Foreign Minister as a significant victory. The 
following extracts are typical of the press comment: 


"Dayar" (Histadrut) cleimed that the release 
was the result of dinlomatiec pressure "ageinst which even 
Egypt could not stand", It is res SIRE: the paper goes on 
to say, that *this hee even herald < : genere a1 change in Serpe 2 
ettitude tewards the closure 0% the Suez Canal. On the other 
hand it is also possible that Egypt took this step in ee 
to epnear as 4 aw-abiding United Nations member on the eve 


sf = new session of the General Assembly." 


"Heboker" (General 
a Greek ship on its way 7 
aprudent act on Egyut's 
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international shipping 
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VEMORANDUM for - 
imé oscreter’ 


Ve partme 


Blockade 


= ‘eference is made to your memorandum No.21 of 23rd 
January, 1955 (File No.163/11/24/1) asking for our comments 

on memoranda Nos. 1449/52 and 1499/52 of 12th end 30th December 
respectively from Tal Aviv. 


as 6 are as yet unaware of any Gefinite tnstrection 
being issued to Egyptian Customs officers to contiscate all 
shipments of goocs pessing through the Suez Canal for Israel, 
Sut shall attempt to gain further information on this aspect. 
it Seems Quite possibis that such an inatruction could have 
been given, in view of the general efforts being made by 

the Areb States to tighten the economic boycott of Tersel 
(see thie Legation's memoranda Nos. 260/53 and 301/53 of 4th 
anc 3th February respectively. 


Se You will be aware from paragraph 16 of this Lercstion's 
memorandum No.260/55 that Egypt has elready been requested hy the 
iraqi Buresn for the Economic Boycott of Israe] to reimpose 
the boycot On ships carrying food for Israel. The detention 

» Fort Saic of the “ritrean focdstuffs aboard a Norwegian 
vessel, wnich was mentioned in Tel Aviv's memorandum No.1449/52 , 
was also reported in psragreph 16 of this Legation's memo. 
€60/S<¢; it would appear thet this cargo has now been relessed, 
the more for the sake of Egyptian-Ethiopian relations than 
beceuse of the fact that it was food rather than "war matertals". 


a. AS yet_we know nothing of any move by British and 
American firms to inform the Areb Leamue of their readiness 
fo suspend their sctivities in Ieras] if the Learue takes 
them off the “black-list" We shell aitempt to gain more 
imféYrmeaticn on this matter. ‘There have bean no reports in 
Ared States of any Israeli p 1 to submit to the 8 
vouncil this anestion of the extension by Sgypt of the boyectt 
Om shipping throveh the Canal destined for +srael in 
8 way &86 to cover focdstuffs se well as “war metertals 


(gee Tel Aviv's memorancum 
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CAIRO 
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MEXORANDUM for « St 
The Secretary, 
Department of External Af fairs, 
CANBERRA, A.C.T, 


wuéstions in the House of Commons megarding the Blockade of the 
Suez Canal and the Sudan 


It was Eccoriey from London on 5th February, 1953 
that Mr. Michael Foot, a Labour member, asked the Government whether it was 
making any répréesentations to Eeype rs Es the bpLlocknode maintained in the 

sues Canal, 


ir, Selwyn Lloyd, Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs, replied thet a lerze number of British ships, including tankers, 
continued to pass through the Canal in both directions, 


The Minister added that Mr, Footewas no doubt 
referring to thé Egyptian restrictions eearaing the passage of ships carrying 
certein types of merchandise consigned to Israel, All possible measures had 
been t sken to advise the Ecyptian coven tent thet in the opinion of the 

British  Goverrment these restrictions were not justified under present circum 
Stances and were contrary to the Security Council's resolution of September 1951. 


Wuestioned regarding the possibility of holding 
elections in the Suden, Mr. Lloyd declared that it was impossible to hold 
them between May and October, the rainy season, The best months for the elections, 
November “and December, had passed, but it was still possible to arrange the 
elections before the rains came, Therefore the United Kingdom Government wished 
$0 Make quick progress in the negotiations with Egypt. 


The Minister of State also said that Mor, -Antnony Sden 
Go 


hed received assurances from the Egyptian Foreign Minister that his Sovernment 


insetded to reach an agreement through negotiations 


A copy of this memorandum is being forwarded to the 
External Affairs Officer, London, to the Australian Embassy, Washington, and to 
the Australien Legation, Tel “Aviv. 


(Alen Renouf) 
secretary. 





S.1/5/7 KUSTRALIAM LERATION 
§.142/3/1 AL GT ALAL A GAT (| On 


Alm 


Meno, ho, 2 7 s/r 4 i 5th February, 1954. 


MEMORANDUM for = 


The Secretary, 
Department of Externel Affairs, 
CANBERRA, A,C.T. 


The Sudan and Anglo-Eeyptian Relations 


Tt has now been announced from Khertoum that the Socialist 
Republican Party has ratified the Khartoum Agreement between Egypt and 
representatives of the principal Sudanese parties, 


On 4th Pebruary, 1953 Major Salah Salem opened the Tanta 
Group of the Liberation Rally. The Major took advantage of this occasion +o 
make another speech regarding Egyptian foreign policy, and regarding internal 
affeirs. Regarding foreign policy, he said that the British wished to 
preserve the Canal Zone base for use by their forces in time of war. The 
British, however, would not be permitted to have this base for Bgypt would 
take away from them the services of a third of ea million workmen whom they 
exploited in the course of the Second World War, and of means of transport 
for if necessary Ecypt would destroy her roads, railways and ports, Egypt 
would siso deprive the British in the Canal Zone of all food even if that 
meant destroying crops in Egypt. 


Major Saleh Salem's remarks regarding the Sudan contained 
nothing new. In respect of internal affairs he exhorted his listeners to 
work herd amd reviewed what the Government had done over the past 3ix months, 
He commended the Liberation Rally whose nurpose he said was unity and 
co-operation to expel the British es well as co-operation with the Sudanese 
to liberate them from imperialism, 


A copy of this memorandum is being forwarded to the External 
affairs Officer, London, and to the Australien Embessy, Washington, 


F| 


J 1 a : “a 
Me Ye eh 


Pa 


PERF ag 
} 
(Alan Renouf) | 
Secretary. 





22nd January, 1953. 


MEMORANDUM for: 


The Australian Legation, 
GAIRO, 


Blockade of Israel — Bound Shi 


The foliowing papers on the above subject are 
attached: 


, (a) Extract from memorandum No, 1449 of 12th December, 
ja->-~ @er the Australian Legation, Tel Aviv. 
é 
(b) Gopy of memorandum No. 1499 of 30th December, 


rap fer the Australian Legation, Tel Aviv. 


a 


2s We should be glad to receive any further information 
you May be able to furnish on the matters mentioned in these 
papers, and, in particular, your comments on the accuracy 

or otherwise of the report referred to in paper ("a"). 


Sepies Of this mesiorandum are being sent to the 
Australien Mission to the United Nations, New York, and 
to the Australian Legation, Tel Aviv, and it is suggested 
that copies of your reply mignt aiso be forwarded direct 
to those posts. 


(3,2. Oldham) 
for Secretary. 


AL 
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OF LETTER FROM 


COPY AUGTRALIAN MISSION TO UNITED NATIONS 


4510 EMPIRE BTATE BUILDING. NEW TORK 1. WN. ¥. 


/ 


. oll te Paes 30th December, 1952. 
Memorandum No, 2345/52 + b/ 


The Secretary, 
<i of External Affairs, 
ANBERRA, A.C.T. 


An articis in the "New York Times" today, a copy of which is being 
forwarded separately, indicates the possibility that Israel will take 
action in the United Nations concerning the seisure in October last of the 
Norwegian vessel "Rimfrost" in the Suez Canal, The ship, which Israel 
Claims carried ea cargo of meat destined for Israel, was later released, 


but the cargo was_confiscated, 


2 The article reports that Israel has initiated conferences with other 
powers, including the United Sietes, Britain and France, presumably with 

a view to inviting reactions to a possible move to bring the matter before 

the adjourned part of tke seventh General Assembly in February, or to 
discussion in the Security Council, or, perhaps, seeking support for 
obtaining redress through diplomatic channels, 


30 A spokesman of the Egyptian delegation is reported as doubting whether 
the cargo did in fact consist of meat, and reiterating the view that Egypt, so 
long as a state of war with Israel continues to exist, is entitled to the 

right of search so as to ensure that war material is not being shipped through 

| the Canal, 


Ae We can yet obtain no indication of the reactions of the United 
States, United Kingdom and France, which clearly are regarded by Israel 

as important in deciding upon their course of action, but we shall of course 
report further when edditional information on this subject is obtained, 
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Australian Legation, 
Caira, 


14th November, 1952. 


$.1/5/7 


Memo No. 1009/52 


MEMORANDUM for - 


The Secretary, 
Department of External Affairs, 
CANBERRA, A.O.Ts 


Rererence is made to your memorandum No, 295 of 2th 
October, 1952 requesting comments upon an extract from memorandim 
No. 1250 from the Australian Embassy, Washington, 


The following comments are furnished :- 
Passage of Shipping through the Suez Canal 


The restrictions regarding carriage of munitions 
through the Canal to Israel still exist. rf a ship bound 
for israel is found to have cargo coming within the 
definition of munitions, this ship is black-listed and 
is not permitted to visit Port Said or receiva any other 
facilities from the Egyptian authorities. 


To illustrate, a British ship bound for Israel 
was recently found to be carrying three automobiles 
consigned to the Israeli Minister of Defence, The 
ship was black-listed. However, the matter has ended 
upon & friendly note as it has been agreed that the ship, 
Which is at present loading Egyptian cotton upon con- 
signment to England, will be taken from the black-list 
if the Master signs an undertaking that ne will not 
visit Israel upon his homewerd journey. 


There is no interference with ships bound for 
Israel carrying cargo otner than that regarded as 
munitions. 


The Nile Waters 


Your attention is drawn to paragraph 2 of tne 
Legation's memorandum No. 796 of 10th October, 1952, 
wherein it was reported that the Egyptian Government 
had arreed to a proposal by the Sudan Government that 
the Sudan should receive from the waters of the Nile 
an additional supply of 200 million cubic metres per 
annum. 


Attitude of General Nacuib's regime towards foreien 
countries 


To give additional instances or the desire of 
General Nacuib's recime to improve Egypt's relations 
with other countries, particularly the Western Powers, 
your attention is drawn to a law passed in August £ 
chenging the proportion of suares which foreigners ma) 
hold in Exyptien Companies from 49 to 51 per cent = i 
(memorsndum Nol 584 of 15th August, 1952), to bs tice teed 
ment of the Aliens Law passed on 4th August, 1952, 
(memorandum No. 569 of llth August, 1952), to Spee aks 
ment by the Egyptian Government to pay CONPENSSseLe £25 
lives lost on 26th January, 1952 and to treat the mavecor 
ef compensation for the Canadian Trade Commissionsr's 





= 


a 


death upon a BOvernméent=-tO-covernment basis 
5 of the Lecation's tele (ram No. 2235) and, 
mOSt Gicnificantly, to Reypt's recognition of 
right of the SsucLAnaBeE peop] © to determines 


future. 


in the opinion of the Legation, there is no 
doubt that the moderate section of General Naguib's recime 
genuinely desires, and appreciates the need for, more 
friendly relations between Egypt and the Western 
in general and the United Kinedom in particular, 


However, this section of the regime realises that if it 


is to remain in power in Egypt, it must be able to 
Petuce any chare that it "has sold out to the British”. 


if an Opportunity was civen to bring such a charge and 


oOweya 
FUMES 


maintain it, there is little doubt thet the hold of the 
moagerates among the Army Movement upon the situation in 
this country would be lost. 


Alan Renouf 
Secretary 
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Traffic through Suez Ca na] . 


Mr. Linton saw me to-day at his request and left 
with me a note dated 15th August enclosing copy of a note from 
the Government of Israel to the Government of the United States 
dated 28th July, 1952. 


Ze hir. Linton elaborated at some length the arguments 
eontained in the note to the United States calling for action to 
enforce the Security Council resolution of Ist September, 1951. 
He said he was not instructed to request any particular action 
by Australia, but that, as Australia had formally protested to 
Egypt against continuance of restrictions upon traffic in the 
Canal, he hoped that we would keep this matter under continual 
review and take any action we thought appropriate to try to get 
a satisfactory solution of the problem. He continually 
emphasised the point that, if the Egyptian Government were 
"allowed to get away with this matter", they would continue to 
be intransigent not only on this but also on other matters. 

He referred to the loss of prestige for the United Nations in 
allowing defiance of Security Council resolutions, and hinted 
that the United Nations was not averse to criticising Jewish 

action from time to time, whereas it seemed very reluctant to 
eriticise the Arabs, 


° I said we would read the note carefully and consider 
whether there was any action we could usefully take. I spok 
in general terms about the situation in the Middle East as a 
whole, and suggested that the Great Powers were semewhat 
preoccupied with such matters as Tunis, Persia, Egypt and the 
Sudan, I also suggested that the United States was not likely 
to take any firm action at least pending the American elections. 





4, Finally, Mr. Linton hinted that the present domestic 
difficulties in Egypt might provide a suitable opportunity for 
private but strong representations on this subject to the 
Egyptian Government. 


VA 


or. 
th August, 1952. 


National Archives of Australia NAA: A1838 | 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


The Ambassador of Israel presents his compliments to 
the Honorable the Secretary of State and has the honour to 
refer to the Resolution adopted by the Security Council of 
the United Nations on September 1, 1951, on the subject of 
the Suez Canal. This Note summarises and amplifies the 
representations made orally by the Permanent Representative 
of Israel to the United Nations to the Permanent Represen- 
tatives of France, the United Kingdom and the United States 
of America, at a meeting held in the offices of the American 
Delegation to the United Nations on June 6, 1952. 
2s Nearly a year has elapsed since the Security Council 
adopted its Resolution on September 1, 1951, calling upon 
Egypt "to terminate the restrictions on the passage of inter- 
national commercial shipping and goods through the Suez Canal 
wherever bound and to cease all interference with such ship- 
ping." This Resolution, which head been proposed by France, 
the United Kingdom and the United States of America, determined 
that the Egyptian practice of interfering with the passage 
through the Suez Canal of goods destined for Israel was in- 
consistent with the Erecyptian-Israel General Armistice Agree- 
ment, and that there was no justification since the signature 
of the Armistice Agreement for Egypt to assert that it was 
actively a belligerent or required to exercise the right of 
visit, search and seizure for any legitimate purpose of self- 
defence. 

3. This Resolution has been entirely ignored. Neither by 
word nor by deed has Egypt made any sign of compliance with 
this Resolution. The regulations so emphatically denounced by 
the Security Council remain in full force and effect and are 
meticulously applied by the Egyptian Government; since Sep- 
tember 1, 1951, neither the Security Council itself, nor the 


threes governments which sponsored the Reaclution, have conveyed 
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: . to Egypt any demand for their immediate and unconditional 


ato 


annulment. Indeed, members of the United Nations have continued 
to defer to these illicit regulations by avolding the trans- 
portation to Israel through the Suez Canal of goods, including 
petroleum products, which are the subject of the Egyptian ban. 
h. During the Sixth Session of the General Assembly in 
Paris, and agein on April 28, 1952, the Permanent Representa- 
tive of Israel to the United Nations drew the attention of 

the Permanent Representatives of the United States of America, 
France and the United Kingdom to the need for concerted action 
to implement the Security Council's Resolution. The Govern- 
ment of Israel Has now been informed that, in view of current 
discussions between the United Kingdom and Egypt, the Govern- 
ment of the United Kingdom would regret any action to press 
the matter of passage through the Suez Canal at this time. 

The Government of the United Kingdom has stated that the 
Security Council's Resolution will "not be lost from sight" 
in any Anglo-Egyptian settlement, but that it can give no 
formal commitment that such a settlement will automatically 
include free passage of all goods through the Canal wherever 
bound. The Permanent Representatives of the United States 

of Geayice) prance) while reiterating the desire of their 
governments to ses the Resolution of the Security Council 
earried out, have advised the Government of Israel to adapt 
its position to that taken by the United Kingdom and to 

await the outcome of the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. 

5. The Government of Israel views this situation with 
grave concern. The tendency to allow the Security Council 
Resolution to lapse by default is open to serious objection 
on grounds of 4nternational principles, of legitimate national 
interest and of the wider commercial and maritime interests 
involved. 

6. As a matter of international principle, the Resolution 
of the Security Council is in no way subordinate to the out- 


come of bilateral negotiations between the United Kingdom and 
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a . While the Government of Israel hopes that the United 
Kingdom and Egypt will succeed in composing their differences 
by agreement, its own rights under the United Nations Charter, 
general principles of law, the Armistice Agreement and the 
security Council Resolution of September 1, 1951, have a 
Separate and independent validity of their own. 

Te There unfortunately appsars to be no early prospect of 
an Anglo-Egyptian settlement such as would automatically lead 
to the fulfilment of the Security Council's Resolution. Thus 
the advice tendered to Israel to await the outcome of those 
negotiations may well lead to a complete renunciation of its 
established rights. Moreover, without prejudice to the con- 
siderations outlined in paragraph 6, the Government of Israel 
fails to understand how activity to secure observance of a 
Resolution of the Security Council can possibly impede any 
bilateral negotiations between two members of the United Nations. 
The Security Council's Resolution is the latest and most 
authoritative reminder of the international interest and concern 
in the effective functioning of the Suez Canal, as a highway in 
which Egyptian sovereignty cannot arbitrarily apply against the 
rights of all other nations. The Government of Israel under- 
stands that the United Kingdom desires to serve and maintain 
this international interest. Simce this is so, action on 
behalf of the Security Council's Resolution should be to ths 
benefit, and not the detriment, of the international interest. 
6. Peace between Israel and the Arab States is a vital in- 
ternational and regional interest. The avoidance of tension 
and armed conflict between these States can be ensured only 

by the strict maintenance of the armistice agreements. These 
agreements, in their turn, rest upon the assumption, which has 
been held valid since 1948, that Security Council Resolutions 
on the "Palestine Question" are not mere recommendations but 
represent the authoritative directions of the Security Council 


in the discharge of its functions deriving both from the Charter 


and from the Armistice regime. This assumption has been seriously 


uridermined since September 1, 1951. For the first time, a 
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: of the Security Council on the "Palestine Guestion" 


has remained a dead letter. Fer the first time, members of the 
United Nations, including the Signatories of the Three Power 
Declaration of May 1950, have refrained from exercising their 
influence to secure faithful observance of the Security Council's 
call, For the first time, a serious complaint has been carried 
through all the stages of the armistice procedure and has re- 
mained completely without redress despite the action of the 
Security Council. It is now clear that Egypt, claiming to be 

in a state of unilateral belligerency, is committing a gross 
breach of her international obligations, including the armistice 
agreement, as interpreted by the Security Council. The Govern- 
ment of Israel is constrained to express its deep anxiety at 
this apparent lack of concern by members of the security Council 
for the integrity of the armistice system and the obligations 
thereby imposed. This inactivity sets an unwholesome precedent 
which threatens the very foundations of the armistice structure. 
9. Although it cannot be the desire of the powers concerned 
to strengthen the Egyptian ban, such is the unfortunate effect 
of the present situation. Members of the United Nations which 
are bringing oil tankers in great numbers through Suez under 
their flags avoid selling their oil to the Haifa refineries 
purely out of submission to the Egyptian restrictions. As a 
result, the very regulations which the Security Council sin- 
cerely desires to see annulled are becoming inadvertently 
strengthened. 

10. These illegal practices on the part of the Government 

of Egypt are causing considerable economic prejudice to Israel 
and placing heavy strain upon its financial position and its 
supply of oil. But for the Egyptian ban Israel would be free 
to purchase crude oil from tankers plying between the Persian 
Gulf and the Mediterranean through the Suez Canal. As it is, 


Tsrael incure an extra annual expenditure of some twelve million 
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dollars by purchasing a million tens of o11 each year at 
heavier costs and freight charges from Latin America. Israel] 
and the countries of Western Europe also lose the benefits 
which would derive from refining three million additional 
tons of oll for export from the Haifa refineries. In addition, 
there are heavy losses and dislocations through the threat of 
interference with Israel shipping and Israel-bound traffic 
which would normally approach Israel waters via the Red Sea. 
The Government of Israel does not regard itself as being under 
any obligation to superior international interests to con- 
tinue te suffer injury caused by actions condemned by the 
highest organs of international society. The Government of 
isreel reserves its full right to exercise the maritime free- 
- doms to which it is entitled in accordance with the Armistice, 
the Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1951, and 
other instruments of international law. 
il. On grounds both of international principle involving 
the peace of the Middle East and of its legitimate national 
interest, the Government of Israel urges the Government of 
the United States to use its best efforts to secure Egyptian 
compliance with the Resolution adopted by the Security Council 
on September 1, 1951. The Government of Israel would welcome 
an indication from the government of the United States of 


America of the means which they propose to adopt to ensure 


Passage through the Suez Canal, in accordance with that 


Resolution. 





Mr. Linton saw me to-day at nis request and left 
wits me a note dated 15th Aucuct enclosine copy of a note from 
the Government of Israel to tne Government of the United States 
dated 28th July, 1952, 


. Mr, Linton elaborated at some length the arguments 
contained in the note to tne United States callinc for action to 
enforce the Security Council resolution of tat September, 1954, 
Be sald he was not instructed to request any particular aoticn 
by Australia, but that, as Australia nad formally protested to 
Seypt ecainest continuance of restrictions upon traffic in tne 
Camel, te hoped that ~e would keep this matter under continual 
preview and take any action we thovurst appropriate to try to cet 
a eatiefactory solution of the probles. Ae continually 
emphasised the point that, if the =cyptian Coevernment were 
“allowed to cet away witn this matter”, they would continue to 
be intransigent not only on this brt also on other matters, 

fe referred to the loge of prestige for the United Nations in 
slilowing defiance of fecurity Council resolutions, and hinted 
that the United Nations was not averse to criticleing Jevish 
action from time to time, wheress it seemed very reluctant to 
eriticiess the Arabs, 


3, I said we wovld read the note carefrlly and consider 
whether there wae any action we covld usefully take, I spoke 
4n general terms sbout the situation in the "id4le “eet as a 
whole, and suggested that the Great "overs vere somewhat 
preoccupied with such matters as Tunis, “ersia, Erypt and tne 
“wien, I algo suggested that tne United “tates was not likely 
to take ony firm action at least pendine tne Avericen elections, 


le Finally, Yr. Tinton hinted tnat tne oreeent dor-etie 
aifficultics in Egyot might provide a suite>le opportunity for 
private but strong representations on this subject to tne 
Egyptian Covernment. 
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The Ambassador of Israel presente nis compliments to 
the Honorable the Secretary of State and has the honour to 
refer to the Yesolution acopted by the Seeuvrity Covncil of 
the United Nations on September 1, 1951, on the eubject of 
the Sues Canal, This Note summarises ant amplifice the 
representations made orally by the Permanent epresentative 
oY Teracl to the United Nations to the Permanent Renresen= 
tatives of Pranee, the United Kingdom and the United States 
of America, at a meeting held in the offices of the American 
Delegation to the United Nations on June 6, 1952, 

2. Nearly a year has elapsed since the Security Council 
adopted its Resolution on September 1, 1954, calling upon 

Egypt “to terminate the restrictions on the apasage of inter= 
national commercial shipping and goods through the Suez Canal 
wherever bound and to cease interference with esuenh shine 

ping." This Resolution, which had been proposed by France, 
the United Kingdom and the United States of America, determined 
that the egyptian practice of interfering witn the passage 
through the Suez Canal of roods destined’ for Ieracl was inj 
consistent with the 2qyptian-Israel Ceneral Armistice Arree= 
ment, and that there was no justification since the signature 
of the Armistice Agreement for “egypt to acsert that it wae 
actively 2® belligerent or required to exercise the rignt of 
visit, search and seizure for any legitimate purpose of self- 
defence, 

3- This Resolution has been entirely ignored. Neither by 
word nor by deed has Egypt made any sign of compliance witn 
this Resolution. The regulations so emphntically denounced by 
the Security Cowneil romain in full force ond effect and are 
meticulovely aoplied by the fgyptian Government; since Sep- 
tember 1, 1951, neltner tne Security Council itself, nor tne 
three governments which sponsored the Yesolution, have conveyed 
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to Egypt any demend fer their immediete and unconditionsl 
annulment. indeed, members of the United Nations have continued 
to defer to these illicit regulations by avoiding the trans- 
portation to Israel through the Sues Canal of goods, including 
potroleum products, which are the subject of the Egyptian ban. 
ie During the Sixth Session of the Goneral Assembly in 
Paris, and again on April 26,1952, the Permanent Representa- 
tive of Israel to the United Naticns drew the attention cf 
the Permanent Representatives cf the United States of America, 
Praence and the United Kingdom to the need fer ecncerted action 
to implement the Security Council's Sesclution. the Govern= 
ment of Isracl has now been informed that, in view of current 
discussions between the United Kingdom and igypt, the Govern= 
ment of the United Kingdom would regret any action to press 
the matter of pastage through the Sues Canal at this time. 
The Govermment of the United Kingdom hae stated that the 
Security Council's Resolution will “net be lost from sight" 

in any Anglo-—tgyptian settlement, but thet it can give no 
formal coomitment that sush a settlement will automatically 
inelude free pessage cof all gocds through the Canal wherever 
bound. The Permanent Representatives cf the United States 
of America and France, while relterating the cesire cf their 
gevermments to see the Resolution cf the Security Council 
carried out, have advised the Government cf Icrael to adapt 
its position to that taken by the United Kingdom and to 

await the outeome cf the Anglo-"gyptien negotiations. 

5. The Government of Israel views this situation with 

grave concern. ‘the tendency to allow the Seeurity Council 
Resolution to lapse by default is open to serious objection 


on grounds cf internationel principles, of legitimate national 


interest end of the wider commercial ancé waritine interests 
6. As a matter of international principle, the sesoluticn 
of the Security Cowneil is in he say gubcrdinate to the gute 
come cf bilateral negotiations betueen the United Lingdem and 
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Egypt. While the Government of Tarael hopes that the United 
Kingdom and Ecypt will stccecd in composing tneir differences 
by agreement, its own rights under the United Nations Charter, 
general principles of law, the Armistice Agreement and the 
Security Council Resolution of September 1, 1951, have a 
separate and independent validity of their own. 
Te There unfortunately appears to be no early prospect of 
an Anglo-Egyptian settlement euch ae would automatically lead 
to tne fulfilment ef tne Security Council's Resolution, Thus 
the advice tendered to Israel to await the outcome of those 
negotiations may well lesd to a complete renunciation of ite 
established rights. Moreover, without prejudice to the con= 
siderations outlined in paragraph 6, the Government of Tsrael 
fails to understand how activity to secure observance of a 
Resolution of the Security Counéil can possibly impede any 
bilateral negotiations between two members of the United Nations. 
The Security Council's Resolution is the latest and most 
authoritative reminder of the international interest and eoncern 
in the effective functioning of the Suez Canal, as a highway in 


which Egyptian sovereignty cannot arbitrarily apply against the 


rights of all other nations, The Government of Israel under- 
stands that the United Kingdom desires to serve and maintain 
this international interest. Since this is so, action on 
behalf of the Security Council's Resolution shovld be to the 
benefit, and not the detriment, of the international interest, 
5, Peace between Israel sand the Arab States is a vital in- 
ternational and regional interest. The avoidance of tension 
and armed conflict between t hese States can be ensured only 
by the strict maintenance of the armistice agreements. These 
agreements, in their turn, rest upon the assumption, which has 
been held valid since 1948, that Security “ovncil Yesolutions 
on the "Palestine Ovestion" are not mere vecommendationa but 
represent the authoritative directions of tne Security Council 


in the discharge of its functions derivine botn from the Charter 


and from the Armistice regime. This assumption nas been seriously 
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e undermined since September 1, 1951, Por the first time, a 


ee Resolution of the Security Council on the "Palestine cuestion" 
* has remained a dead letter, For the first time, mombers of the 
: “United Nation, in@luding the signatories of the Three Power 
_ Deolaration of May 1950, have refrained from exereising their 
influence to secure faithful observance of the Seourity Council's 
gall. Por the first time, a serious complaint has been carried 
| ‘through all the stares of the armistice procedure and nas re- 
} “mained completely without redress despite tne action of the 
Security Council. It is now clear that Egypt, elaiming to he 
ia! in a State of unilateral belligerecy, is committing a cross 
breach of her international obligations, including the armistice 
. "agreement, ag interpreted by the Security Council, The Govern- 
) aman of Israel is constrained to express its ‘%eep anxiety at 
mt this apparent lack of concern by members of the Security Council 
for the integrity of tne armistice systemand the obligations. 
thereby imposed, This inactivity sets an wnwholesome oreecient 
: which threatens the very foundations of the armistice structure, 
IF Ba Although it e@annot be the desire of the nowers concerned 
to Giseketion the Egyptian ban, such ie the unfortunete effect 
of the present situation, Vembers of the United Nations which 
‘are bringing oil tankers in. great numbera throveh Suez under 
their flags avoid selling their 011 to the Haifa refineries 
purely out of submission to the Egyptian restrictions, Asa 
pesult, the very regulations wnicht he Security Council sin= 
eerely desires to see annulled are becoming inadvertently 
| “ptrenctnened, 
40. These illegal practices on the part of the Government 
‘of Exypt are causing considerable economic prejudice to Israel 
ani placing heavy strain upon its financial position and its 
supply of o11, But for the Egyptian ban Iarael would be free 
to purenase erude 611 from tankers plying between tne Persian 
‘Gulf and the Vediterrancan through the Suer Canal. Ae it is, 
ieee ineurs an extra annual expenditure of sos twelve million 
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dollars by purchasing a million tone of 011 each year at 
heavier costa and freight charges from Latin Amerioa, Israel 
and the countries of Western Europe also lose the benefits 
which would derive from refining three million additional 
tons of oll for export from tne Maifa refineries, In addition, 
there are heavy lozses and dislocations tnhrovuch the threat of 
interference with Israel shipping and Tarael-bound traffie 
which would normally approach Tereel waters vin the Red Sea. 
The Government of Israel does not racari ltself ae being under 
any obligation te superior international interests to con- 
tinue to suffer injury caused by actions condemned by the 
highest organs of international society. The Government of 
Ierael reserves ite full right to exercise tne maritime freee 
dome to which it is entitled, in accordance with the Armistice, 
the Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1954, and 
other instruments of international law. 
44. On grounds both of international principle involving 
the peace of the Widdle Sest and of ite legitimate national 


interest, the Government of Israel urges the Government of 


the United States to use its best efforts to secure Eryptian 


compliance with the Resolution adopted by tne Security Council 
on September 1, 19541. The Government of Israel wuld welcome 
ean indication from the government of the United States of 
Ameries of the means which they propose to<iopt to ensure 
paseage throvgh the “ves Canal, in accordance with that 


Resolution, 
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Yr. Linton saw me to-day at his request and left 
with me a note dated 15tnm Aurust enelosince copy of a note from 
the Government of Israel to the Government of the tInited States 
dated 28tn July, 1952, 


ce Me, Linton elaborated at some length the arguments 
contained in the note to tne United States calline fer action to 
enforce the Security Council resolution of tat September, 1954. 
fe said he was not instructed to request any particular action 
by Australia, but tnat, as Australia nat formally protested te 
Sgypt earainet continuance of restrictions woon traffic in the 
Canel, he hoped that ve vould keep tnie matte~ under continual 
Pevier and take any action we thoucnt appropriate to try to coat 
a satisfactory solution of tne problem. He continually 
emphasised? the point tnat, if the "cyptien Government were 
“allowed to get avay witn tnis =atter”, they would continue to 
be intransigent not only on thie bct aleo on other metters, 

Se referred to the loss of prestige for the United Nations in 
allowing defience of Security Council resolutions, and ninted 
that tne United "ations sas not averse to eritielsing Jevrieh 
action from time to time, wherens it seemed very reluctant to 
eriticise the Arabs. 


5. T gaia we would read the note carefully and consider 
whether there vas any action we could usefully take. I spoke 
in general terms about the situation in the “iddle “eet as a 
whole, and sugrested that the Creat Povers vere comewnat 


preoecuplied with such matters as Tynis, “ecsia, "zypt and tne 
“nudan. T aleo suggested that the United “tates was not likely 
to teke any firm action at least vendins tne American elections, 


he Pinally, ¥r. Linton hinted tnat the present domestic 
difficulties in Egyot mignt provide a suitable opportunity for 
private but strong representations on this subject to the 
Egyptian Covernment. 


15tn August, 1952. 








The Ambassador of Israel presents nie compliments to 
the Honorable the Secretary of State and hase the honour to 
refer to the Yesolution adopted by the Security Council of 
the United Nations on September 1, 1951, on tne subject of 
the Suez Canal, i This Note summarices an? amolifies tne 
representations mace orally by the “ermanent Teprenentative 
of Teracl] to the United Nations to tne “srmanent Reoresen= 
tativee of France, the United Kingdom and the United States 
of Amorica, at a meeting held in the offices of the American 
Delegation to the United Nations on June 5, 1952, 

Zs Nearly a year has elapsed since the Security Council 
adopted its Resolution on September 1, 1951, calling upon 
Egypt “to terminate tne restrictions on the apesage of inter=- 
national commercial shipoing and goods throvgh the Suez “anal 
wherever bound ani te cease interference with such ship- 
ping." This Resolution, which had been preposed by France, 
the United Kingdom and the United Stetes of imerica, dctermined 
that tne *gyptian practice of interfering with the passace 
through the Cuez “anal of foods destine’ for Israel was in= 
consistent with the Eeyptian-Tarael Censral Armistice Arree=- 
ment, and that there was no justification since the signature 
of the Armistice Ar-eement for Zgypt to arsert that it wae 


actively 2 belligerent or required to exereise tne rignt of 


visit, search and seizure for eny legitimate purpose of self 


defence. 

56 Tnie Resolution has been entirely ignored. Neither by 
word nor by deed has Egypt made any sign of compliance witn 
thie Yesolution. The reruletions so emphatically denounced dy 
the Security Couneil remain in full force and effect and are 
netiaulovsly applied by tne “gyptian Government; since “ep- 
tember 1, 1951, neitner tne Security “ouncil itself, nor the 


three governments whicn sponsored the Resolution, nave conveyed 
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to Egypt any demand for their immediate and unconditional 


annulment, Indeed, members cf the United Nations have continued — 


to defer to these illicit regulations by avoiding the trane- 
portaticn to Israel through the Suez Canal of goods, including 
petroleum products, which are the subject of the Egyptian ban. 
ie During the Sixth Session of the General Assembly in 
Paris, and again on April 20,1952, the Permanent Representa- 
tive of israel to the United Naticns drew the attention of 
the Permanent Representatives of the United States of America, 
France and the United Kingdom to the need for concerted action 
to implement the Security Council's Resolution. The Govern 
ment of Israci has now been informed that, in view of current 
discussions between the United Kingdom and Egypt, the Govern— 
ment of the United Kingdom would regret any action to press 
the matter of passage through the Suez Canal at this time. 
The Government cof the United Kingdom has stated that the 
Security Council's Resolution wili “not be leat from sight" 

in any Anglo-Egyptian settlement, but that it can give ho 
formal comaitment that auch a settlement will sutomatically 
inelude free passage of all goods through the Canal wherever 
bound. ‘The Permanent Representatives of the United States 
of America and France, while reiterating the desire of their 
govermments to see the Resolution of the Security Council 
carried out, have advised the Government of Israel to adapt 
its position to that taken by the United Kingdom and to 

await the outcome of the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. 

5. The Government of Israel views this situation with 

grave concern. The tendency to allow the Security Council 
Resolution to lapse by default is open to serious ob jection 
on grounds of international principles, of legitimate national 
interest and of the wider commercial and maritime interests 
involved. 

6 As a matter of internetional principle, the 


resolution 


of the Security Council is in no way subordinate to the outq- 
come of bilateral negotiations between the United Kingdom and 
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Egypt. While the Government of Taracl hopes that the United 
Kingdom and Egypt will sucosed in Gorposing their differences 
by agreement, ites own rights under the Unitea Nationa Charter, 
general principles of law, the Armistice Agreement and the 
Security Coincil Resolution of September 1, 1951, have a 
separate and independent validity of their own, 
Te There unfortunately appears to be no early prospect of 
an Anglo-Egyptian settlement such as would automatically lead 
to tne fulfilment of the Security Council's Resolution, Thus 
the advice tendered to Isracl to await the outeome of those 
negotiatione may well lead to a complete renunciation of its 
establiched rignts, Moreover, without prejudice to the con= 
siderations outlined in paragraph 4, the Government of Tsrael 
fails to understand how activity to secure observance of a | 
Resolution of the Security Council can possibly impede any 
bilateral negotiations between two members of tne United Nations. 


Tne Security Council's Resolution is the latest and most 


authoritative reminder of the international interest and concern 
in the effective functioning of the Suez Canal, ae 4s highway in 
which Egyptian sovereignty cannot arbitrarily apply against the 
Pights of all other nations. The Government of Israel mder=- 
stands that the United Kingdom desires to serve and maintain 
this international interest. Since this is ao, action on 
behalf of the Security Couecil's Resolution shovld be to the 
benefit, and not the detriment, of the international intercat, 
§.  # Peace between Israci and the ‘Arab States is a vitel in- 
ternational and regional interest, The aveidance of tension 
end armed conflict between t hese States can be ensured only 

by the strict maintenance of the armiatice agreements, These 
agreements, in their turn, reat upon the assumption, which has 
been held valid since 1948, that Seourity “owncil "esolutions 

on the "Palestine Cvestion” are not mere recommendations but 
represent the authoritative directionn of the “seurlty Counell 
in the discharse of its functions derivine both from the Charter 
and from the Armistice regime. This sssumption has been seriously 
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undermined aince September 1, 1951. Por the first time, a 
Resolution of the Seourity Council on the “Palestine Cuestion"” 
has remained a dend letter, Por the firrt time, membera of the 
United Nation, ineludineg the Signatories of the Three Power 
Declaretion of Way 1950, have refrained from exercising their 
influence to secure faithful observance of the Gecurity Council's 
Call, Yor the first time, a serious commlsaint nas been carried 
through all the asataces of the armistice procettre and has ree 
mained completely without redress despite the action of the 
Security Coueil, It is now clear that Egypt, claiming to be 
in a state of unilateral belligerecy, is committing a gross 
breach of her international obligations, including the armistice 
sgreement, as interpreted by the Seevurity Council, The GCovern- 
ment of Isrsel is constrained to express ite 4eep anxiety at 
this aprarent lack of concern by members of the Security Couneil 
for the integrity of the armistice systeman’ the obligations 
thereby imposed, This inactivity sets an unwholesome precedent 
which threatens the very foundations of the armistice structure, 
9s Although it cannot be the desire of the powers concerned 
to strengthen the Egyptian ban, such is the unfortunate effect 
of the present situation, WVembers of the United Natione whieh 


are bringing 011 tankers in great numbers tnroven ‘vez under 


their flage avoid selling their 011 to the Maifa refineries 


purely out of submission to the Zryptian rertrictions, A8 a 
result, the very regulations whicht he Security Council sin- 
cerely desires to see annulled sre becoming inadvertently 
strengthened, 

10, These illegal practices on tne part of the Covernment 

of Egypt are causing considerable economic prejudice to Iarael 
and placing heavy atrain upon its financial position and its 
Supply of ofl, Sut for the Ecyptian ban Israel would be free 
to ourenase crude o11 from tankers plying between the Persian 
Gulf and the Wediterranean throvgn the Suet Cenal. Ae 1t dia, 


Ierfasl inours an extra annual expenditure of eore twelve million 
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Gollare by purchasing a million tona of 611 each year at 
heavier coete and freight charges from Latin Amertioa, Iarael 
and the covwtricns of VYeestern uUrope slao lose the benefitea 
whieh would derive from refining three million additional 
tons of ofl for export from tne Haifa refineries, In addition, 
there are heavy losses and fdisloonations through the threat of 
interference with Iersel shinping and Tarsel-bownd traffic 
which world normally approach Taree? waters via the Ped Sana, 
The Gevernment of Isracl does not rerard fteasis as being wider 
any obligation to superior international interests to con= 
tinue to suffer injury caused by actions condernead by the 
highest organs of international society. The Government of 
Isracl preserves its full rignt to exercise tne maritime free= 
dome to wnich it is entitled, in accordance with tne Armistice, 
the Security Council's Resolution of September 1, 1951, and 
other instruments of international lay, 
14, On grounds botn of international principle involving 
the peace of the Middle =ast and of its lecitimate national 
interest, the Government of Isracl urges the Government of 
the United States to use its beat efforts to secure Egyptian 
compliance with the Resolution adopted by the Security Council 
on September 41, 1951, The Government of Ierdel wuld welcome 
an indication from the government of the United States of 


America of the means which they propose to cwlopt te ensure 


passage through the “vez Canal, in accordance with that 


"esolution, 
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6 
UgITED NATIONS 


SECURITY 
aU NE TL 


mow 
GENERA L 


RESOITION ON THE FAIESTINE QUESTION ADOPTED 
AT THE SSCvH MEETING OF THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL ON 1 SEPTEMBER 1951 
ihe. fecurety Counci} 

i. Recalling that in its resolution of 11 August 1949, (8/1376) 
releting to the conclusion of Armistice Asreementsa between Isreel and the 
neighbouring Arab States it drew ettention to the pledges in these Agreements 
‘“agoinet any further acts of hostility betwoen the Parties": 

oe Recelling further that in ite resolution of 17 November 1950 ($/1907) 
it reninded the States concerned that the Armiatics Agreements to which they 
were jerties contempleted "the return of perménent veace in Palestine”, and 


theretore urged them and the other States irl the area to teke al] such steps 


@s would lead to the settlement of the issues batveen then: 


3. Noting the report of the Chief of Steff of the Truce Surervision 


Orgenization to the Security Council of 12 June 1951 (8/2194); 

h Further noting that the Chief of Steff of the Truce Supervision 
Organization recalled the statement of the ssnior Egyptian delegate in Rhodes 
on 135 Janvary 1949, to the effect that his dslegetion was "“inanired with every 
Snirit of co-operation, conciliation and a sincere desire to restore peace in 
Palestine", and that the Egyptian Government kes not complied with the earnsst 
plea of the Chief of Staff made to the Eeyntian delegate on le Juns 1951, that 
it desist from the present practice of interfering with the pessage through tha 
Susz Cenal of goods destined for Iaresl; 

9 Considering that since the Armistice regime, which hes been in 
existence for nearly two and e half years, ia of a vermanent character, neither 


party can reasonably easeert that it is actively a belligerent or requires to 


JHTrC . 


/6, Finds 


wPe jae 





> 
© 


—_ 


6, Finds that the maintenunce of the practice mentioned In paragraph 4 


above is lnocnsistent with tho objectives of a peaceful settlement between the 
parties und tio optablishment of a permenent peace in Pelestine set forth in the 
Armiatice Acroement; 

7. Fines further that such practice ia .an abuse of the exercise of the 
right of vieit, search end seizure; 

6, Further finds thet that practice cannot in the prevailing circumstences 
be justified on tho ground that it is necessary for self-defcnco; 

9. And further noting that the restrictions on the passage of goods 
through the Suez Canal to Israel] porte sro denying to nations at no time connected 
with the conflict in Pelestine velueble supplice required for their economic 
reconstruction, and that these restrictions together with sanctions applied by 
Egypt to certain ships which haye visited Israel ports represent unjuetified 
interference with the rights of nations to mavigatc the seas and to trade freely 
with one another, including the Arab States end Isracl; 

10, Csils upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the passage of 
international commorcial shipping and goods through tho Sugz Canal wherever 
bound and to cease all interference with such shipping beyond that essential to 
the sefcty of shipping in the Canal itself and to the observance of the 
Snternational conventions in force. 
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The Secretary, 
Department of External «Affairs, 
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Cal BENAA, Se U * "i . 
SS 


Blockade of Isragl - Bound Shipping Through 
val euszZ Canal 


With reference to your memo,no, 159 of 18th Juns 
(File No. 165/11/24/1), we wish to advise you that we have 
@s yet. received no information which could confirm that 
Egypt has officially lifted the blockade on Israel-bound 
shinning through the Suez Canal. 


; For the nast three months or so, however restrictions 
have been somewhat relaxed, and there have been instances 
of israegl-bound ships, particularly those carrying foodstufia, 
being allowed to proceed to their destination in Israel after 
irnispection of their manifests by the Egyptian authoritiese — 
Ships carrying "contraband", of course, cannot pass, but the 
Ncontrabana”™ list is now mostly confined to war materials ant 
Oil. 


Wo tention of this development has been made in the 
Egyptian press, and we have only become aware of & from an 
article in the London "Times" of 20th May, a copy of which is 
attached. 


fie do not consider it likely that any Egyptian Government 

4 L the blockade officially, particularly in 
will dare to remove the ae : 
view of the present campaign by certain Arad States (notably 
: ° ki eh ne of the blockade. Howsver, as long 6&2 
Iraa) for a tightining of the ae : 

Beta f Vere “ig : -ntctions cn Lsrael bound shioping * 
Egypt's relaxation of restric 


r 


can escane publicity, the oresent favourable trend may conStrug, 


t 


orpmation on tris 
ag later date. 


Htain m e 
We shall abtemt to obtain moz nf 
6S u 
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Le H 7 
question, and to advise you more fully 2a 
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Pile No, 163/11/2l,/1 
Memo Noe 1S | 


46th June, 1952. 
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MEWORANDUM for :- 


The Australian Legation, 
CAIRO 


On 23rd May the United Kingdom High Commission, ~ 
Canberra, advised us that “in conversation with the Egyptian 
Ambassador, the (United Kingdom) Foreign Secretary welcomed 4 
recent decision of the Egyptian Government «+s. to allow ships 
swith supplies for Israel to pass through the Suez Canal. fhe 
Ambassedor said that the Egyptian Government aimed to improve 
relations with their neighbours." 


2. In a memorandum dated 26th May the Australian 
Legation, Tel Aviv, advised that “according to an Arab News 
Agency message, dated May 2th, 1952, ships bound for Israel 
through the Suez Canal will no longer be molested following 
the lifting of the Egyptian Government's blockade, in force 
ginee early 196. According to this Agency's report, the 
Director-General of the Egyptian Customs Department announced 
that neither ships nor cargo bound for israel through the 
Suez Canad wonld in future be searched so long as they did 
not carry contraband,” | 


3. We should be glad to receive your confirmation that 
Egypt has lifted the blockade of Ierael-bound shipping through 
the Suez Canal and any further information you may be able to 
supply in regard to this matter, ate | 


—_ 
am | vie 


. ‘ ( G = Lee) 
for Acting Secretary 
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2, — 
CARGO FOR ISRAEL LET | 
THROUGH SUEZ CANAL 
FROM OUR CORRESPONDENT 
TEL AVIV, May 19 
Much interest was aroused here by t hel] 7 
rrival to-day of a cargo from Ethtopia, wh 
ad been loaded on to the Italian ship L 
apra at Jibuti, and had been permilicd by 
To Egy plian Customs to «piss through tl 2 
uez Canal to Tel Aviv, its destination. — [t) 4 
understood that there have been other]; 
stances recently of a relaxation of Egyptian] 
-strictions against passage through the Suez]; 
anal of cargoes destined for Isra | The} ¢ 


‘stfictions continue to apply, of course, 10) 
| goods regarded by the Egyptians as having) | 
5 i. Vy 


military character, 





The Times 20/5/52 


CARGO FOR ISRAEL IET 
THROUGH SUEZ CANAL 


From our Correspondent 


Tel Aviv, May 19 


Much interest was aroused here by the arrival to-day 
of a cargo from Ethiopia, which had been loaded on to the 
Ttalian ship Isole Capra at Tibuti, and had been permitted 
by the Egyptian Customs to pass through the Suez Canal to 
Tel Aviv, its destination. Ts is understood that there have 
been other instances recently of @ relaxation of Egyptian 
restrictions against passage through the Suez Canal of cargoes 
destined for Israsl, the restrictions continue to apply; 
of course, to all goods regarded by the Egyptians 4s having 
a military character. 
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Memo No. 76/52 


rnd May, 1952. 
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MEMORANDUM for : bas sy a el 


The Secretary, 
Department of External Affairs, 
CANBERRA . 


subject: The Suez Canal 


The Government of Israel have let it be known, through the 
"controlled" press in this country, the views on the Suez Canal issue which 
Eban, the Israel Ambassador to the U.5.A., is said to have put before the rep- 
Resantattveo of the three Western Powers on the Security Council. Hban is 
reported as havine explained that Israel could not agree to any settlement of 
the Suez issue which did not ensure a free andumhindéred passage through the 
Suez Canal of Haifa-bound ships. According to report, Eban reminded the rep- 
resentatives of the Western Powers of the Securi ty Council decision which, he 
said, had not been implemented by Egypt. He also remarked that, in view of 
the italics” which are being held on the general question of the Suez, Israel's 
demand is the more pressing. 


Ze Eban is said to have taken the line that Israel could not 
tolerate the existing state of affairs. He suggested that pressure should be 
exerted on Egypt to honour her obligation under the Security Council decision. 


3s The representatives of the Western Powers reportedly told Eban 
that they would first have to consult their Govermments before dealing with 
Eban's representations. 


he The press in Israel have commented on Eban's talk with the 
Western Powers and have expressed pessimism about the outcome. In general the 


comment was: Britain does not wish to add any more complications to the talks 
now under way with Egypt, and America wants to see a speedy settlement of the 


Anglo/Egyptian dispute. 
\. ¥ 
Noes 
7 ae 
(0, 67 0. Fabruan) 


Australian Minister 


National Archives of Australia NAA: A1838, 163/11/24/1 PAI 
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Memo.No. eo 
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MEMORANDUM Yor - 
The Secretary, 
Department of External Affairs, 
CANBERRA. <A.sF.T. 


BLACKLISTING OF SHIPS. 


The blacklisting of shins which are inyolved in any way 
with the carrying of cargoes for Israel was referred to in 
Ministerial Despatch No.5 of the 17th. August last and previous 
correspondence, 


Under the Wafd this essentially anti-Israel] measure: was 
extended to apply to shins serving the British Forces. At the 
end of December last it was reported that S50 merchant ships had 
been blacklisted for carrying war material to the Brit! sh 
Authorities in the Canal Zone. Nons of these ships were to be 
permitted to provision in Egyptian waters or to use Egyptian 
facilities. According to 4 statement made by the Customs 
Administration in mid-January, there were by that time 140 
ships blacklisted for colleboration with the British Forces and 
65 for collaboration with Israel. 


Apparently the system of blacklisting ships supplying 
the British Forces is a legacy of the Wefd which the new 
Government has not yet been able to rid itself of, For on 
the 21st. February it was reported in the Arabic Press that the 
Customa Department had blacklisted @5 more ships which had been 
proved to have cooperated with the British Forces during the 
past two weeks. 


The Gifficulties which have been caused for the suez 
Canal vompany by this policy of blacklisting ships were outlined 
in, Ce Memorandum No.46 of the “lsat. January. 


aes 


Secretary - 
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NEHRU WANTS SUEZ| 
UNDER EGYPT 


: NEW DELHI, Sundiy. | 

The Indinon Prime Minister, | 
Pandit Nehru, said to-day. there!) 
was no reason why the Suez!) 
Canal should not be completely) 
under Egyptian political sover- 
elenty. 

He added that international 
arrangements could yet be mide 
for “traffic and other things” in 
which Egypt would play an im- 
portant part herself. 

The Prime Minister said that 
exactly what the Sudan should 
do was primarily the concern ot 
the Sudanese themselves, but also 
the concern of others, especially, 
Egypt, because of the Nile, 
Waters. 

On relationes between India 
and Pakistan, Pandit Nehru said, 
the death of the Pakistan Prime 
Minister had resulted in lessen- 
ing of tension, and realisation 
that the two countries ahould 
explore all aventies of settlement. | 

Pandit Nehru, said he antici-) 
pated no difficulty In co-operation} 
bebween his Government and the 
new British Government. 

He added: “Past records of] 
leaders of the present United) 
Kingdom Government in relation 
to India have only historica, 
aignificance, and are of no pres- 
ent slenificance for India.” 
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OF ICE OF THE HIGH COMMISSIONER 
POR TH® UNITED KINGDOM, 
CANBERRA, 


11th Oetober, 1961, 


Dear Sir, 


Im directed by the Acting High Comniesioner to refer 
to your letter 517/1/6 of 6th Joly sboat Sacz Cenal restrictions 
in whieh you sivised that the Australian Government nad Lodced 
e forme] pretest in Caire in terma whieh inelode’ the words "the 
Agstrelian Goverment reearics the reetrict'ooe in question ae sees 
Ineonsietent with the provisions ef the “aes Canel Convention of 
29th Cetober, 1822 esceoscace Thize in ths s¢ hes been shared 
by the United EKingéem leral experts, bot it naa now been seconcidered. 
ree =x Saree _aaeny SS SS 
The Oric'nal United Sinrdom aseertion thet the cyptien 
@xerecice of contraban4 eontrol in the woters of the Saes Cenal 
wee illegal was Saeed on the United Kinedom's own practice during 
two werld wers anid on the view thet “crot was not at war in 
Palestine ené therefore not entitle to belligerent rights. As 
regards the forser, the United FKingiom's respect for the neutrality 
ef the Canal cane to be regardeé 60 trsditional and the iegs! 
premises Were neve? questioned at the tice. As the imediate 
tactical obfect war to step "syptian interference with cargoes ond 
shipping pessing throach the Canal, the United_= agden Government 
é14 not pease to stady the level pos't'on. 


The tern] yelidity of the bas fio of the United Fincdom 
eecertion was ehalienced by the “erptian Cevernnent, ana while the 
Egyptien point of view wae not accepted, a detailed stuaty wae pat 
io hend tn 1949 by the "ereicr fice Legs] Advisers, “This study, 
whieh involved extensive retcareh and toot many cenths, prodaced 
the fellowine zveeclt, which was endorsed tb the highest Legel 
enthoritgy in the co ntryt= 


the situation in Palestine after 15th “ay, 1945, S 
214 tc all_intents and purposes consti tute 

ani “cypt hoa rReaarore. had a fe 

ezerc'sac of bellirercnt richtae 


In view of the above, Sey Reman obs if ie 
: the ter af Aptta the neg Canal 

Senvent on which < ersafite fic 5 "tere tonal perer to 

ezerc! _ eerts in » ‘nts or war — ra e & Censl other (se 

prohibited by the Convent’ s GN» OF ded thot “they ere 

re ped op the lafenes af a 

is tine proceeds, Lowewr (even 


eSi22 ex’ ste in the teohnicel sense 
| astife the ocont (nasnde 


on the see of aol f<(ePentee 
_ 


The Acting Secretary, 
Prine inister’ a Deporteaecnt, 


OAT e: 4 AeGeTe 
i ectidtentee 


National Archi 
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OPPICE OF THS HIGH COMMESSIONER 
POR TH® UNITED KINGDOM, 
OATHERM As 


Lith Oetober 


Dear CLF, 


I @™ d@ireccte’ ty the ‘ctng Sigh Com, 
to your letter SiT/i/6 of 6th foly abert “act Cena? 7 
in which you edviecd tha’ the Aestra’inn Severnaant had lodged 
@ formel vretest tn Catre ‘n terma which tnceliacder *m words “the 
‘eatvalien Geyornment reqarée the rectrict'one in question 88 sese 
‘moonsietent with tho provisions of the “aez Caneel Canyention of 
23th GCeteber, 1866 secusecoe This view in tht past hae been shared 
by the United Einciom lecsal ezperts, bat i* 559 now been reeonciderede | 


: ‘neieen ea asertion thet the “iyptien 
exercise of aontrahsn’ or $201 in the wetere of the Sees Cenal 
was illegsi was *aacd 5 the in ited a | 
two world woers am on the view thet “cro s not et war in 
Palestine ana therefore not entisic o 5 gorert rights. ‘6 
segarda the ferser, the United “ir -ias's roopect for the seotere it7 
of the Canal ease to be regarded’ so treti ienet ané the legal 
opemises Were never gGoes*t toned et the ti } 2 snei iate 
tactical cb4tect wae *° stop “erptis™ inserscrense ropen ond 
ahipping peesinc thronuch the Sanel, the Unites Fin . rumen 

até | Rot pease to stody the lewel positon. 
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"he iaeon! yaliifits -* te he _ - 
assertion wes ehollengeé by *he “ore tom Governance: 


Sgyptien point of vies Wit "ot seeen ted, 5 

ip han 'n 1943 by ‘he ‘ageter don Tart . 

weich involved extensive refcareh ene too" mar sonths, 
the *o' low! ne »o it, whi mh was afer a4 bie highest 
author! ty im (se oo nitrite 


(ea) the s’*tastion 'r etine efter 15th Gay 
ai4 to eli intents = : == conet!tat 
ezorc'sce of BD le 


an ¥ ev 4 Fi ADDGYe 7s 2 i. = ut ‘ : 4u8t LJ Led - 
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fae a Gerts tt nto f mn the Censl otherwvies 
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Tho United Eineiom Government “ove ever ebandoned 

their official attitade r s=—a-" 5 *\4 eyptions that the 
roetrietions hays salwege been contrary to the na Of the “acs 
|\Ceneal Convention ané are natarallys anxicoe thr "the donbts s>ost 
‘the legal pesitionm her 1° be kept secrete. 2eanwhile, it wee folt 
thet shetever the leral position, the eontinustion of “gr *(cn 
blockede moascres ‘fp the cre me'tanone of he npenent day situat ‘os 
in the Sidile ent War wa justisie le ©m mornl or practice} grounce 
ani thet ‘t wee worth a protest on snfa teste alence The Ut 
{inqien ‘mbeceaior Hh TAT es ste SPSE iaeruete if ril not 
to pehearse previous exorecsed views on the pos ition anéer the 
“nes Canal Cenrertion, bot nersly to peesll thet the United 
Fingdos Gowerszent (ed elecedy cxpresced thenselves on this osttee 
4p sose 4eteil ant thet.the!r att’ tole ves wo Ll-rnowDe ste 
eretest then proceeded to str the* notwithstanding the legal 
aerecte eof the cites ion, the Ysi@ea Ktnecdom Gover mest eccorded 
the eootinuence of the restrictions mere than twe yeors after the 
eoneluston of the (rmist’ee (creem= * to be beth potntless end 

an fastifiohlce 


Other meri¢tioe cations are ongerstecd to have taken ovaeh 
the cooe line sithoach come of then are aonderetesd rot to arrec 
with the Tin! — ‘in ad on interpretation of teypt's Pigt* s onder the 
senvent ions sen” lel view is not sheared, for instance, bY 
ins pomente tT” in anite possible indeed thet 1% would 

ational Coust, were there to 66 8 
that Onde 


Reverting nor to ‘he 
4¢ wicht be jaat arqasble *hat 
of the fsct that it deser!bes the 
By erovisic m8 # the Conreat* ra? | 
neoresent the United “#in¢cam viaWe 
: * 4 attiscude | ne United Kineton legal 
eaviee — Hog bet | an made cicer * he Anatraiian © Goverment 
est the time when {tt bec een. The fact thas rat 
*panumit*ed wae éce te en oversient for w ion ak ‘ express the 


eeoret of the United Fingio= Cover” 


T a= senting °Wo eopics of 6 ter to the Ceere' ars 
Depertoent of “zterna: ffa' rs. 


Youre faithfollry, 


rs — F 
a - nw 


Offieisl ceerctarye 
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ISRAEL OFFICE OF INFORMATION 


BOYPT'S BLOCKADD AGAINST ISRAEL-BOUND SHIPPING 
THROUGH THE SUEZ CANAL 


Referance Papor July, 1951 
(RP 30) sige: 


2 Cannls signed 


at Constantinople, 


"In the name, etc., wishing to establish by a conventional act, a 
definite system destined to gunrantes at all times and for all the powers 
the free.use of the Suez Maritime Caral..,!! 


"The Suez Maritime Canel shall always be free and open, in time of war 
ea in time of peace to every vessel of commerce or of war, without distinc— 
tion of flee. 


"Consequently, the high contracting parties agree not in any way to 
interfere with the free use of the Canal in time of war as in time of peace, 


"The Canal shall never be subjected to the exercise of the right of 
blockade," 


"The Maritime Canal remaining open in time of war as a free pessage, 
even to the ships of war of belligereants, according to the terms of Article 
I of the present treaty, the high contracting parties agree that no right of 
war, no act of hostility, nor any act heaving for its objective the free 
navigation of the canal shall be committed in the canal ani its ports of 
access, as well as within a radius of three marine miles from those pats 
even though the Ottoman Empire should be one of the belligerent parers," 


Article 4. 
"The measures which shall be taken in the cases provided for by 
Articles Ix ("for insuring the execution of the said treaty") and X ("The 


defense of Beynt and the maintenance of public order") cf the present treaty 
shell not interfere with the free use of the Canal," 


" 7 he high contracting parties agree thet the engagements regilting 
from the present treaty shall not be limited by the duration of the acts of 
concession of the Universal Suez Canal Company." 


"The Trenty of Constantinople of October 29, 1688, signed by Austria- 
Hungary, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Hollani, Russia, Spain and 
or ,, 48 a pure lawmaking Treaty stipulating the permanent neutralization 
of the Suez Canal and the freedom of navigation thereon for vessele of all 
mntions," 


Operhaiz, International Law, Yol. 1. p. 567. 
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In ite judgement in the case of the 5.5. Wimbledon, the Permanent Court 
of International Justice anaidi- 


“By the Convention of Constantinople of October 29, 1888, the Govern 
ments of Austria-Hungary, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Holland, 
Russia, Spain and Turkey declared, on the one hand, that the Sues Maritime 
Canal should “alyays be free and open, in time of war os in time of peace, to 
Svery vessel of commerce or of war without distinction of flag," including — 
even the vessels of countries at war with Turkey, the territorial sovereign, 
and, on the other hand, that they would not in any way "interfere with the 
free use of the Canal, in time of war as in time of peace," the right of self- 
defense on the part of the territorial sovereign being nevertheless reserved 
up to a certain point; no fortifications commanding the canal may be erected, 
In fact under this regime belligerent men-of-war and shins carrying contra- 
band have been permitted in many different circumstances to pass freely 
through the canal," 


Per. Ct. Int, Jus, Judgment I, August 17, 1923, Ser. A, No. 1, PP. 15, 25-264 
1 Eudson World Court Reports (1934) 176, 


"The Parties to the present Agreement, respomiing to the Security 
Council resolution of 16 November 1948 calling wpon them, as a further pro- 
visional measure under Article 40 of the Charter of the United Nations and 
in order to facilitate the transition from the present truce to permanent 
peace in Palestine, to negotiate an Armistice;..." 


Article I. 


"With a view to promoting the return to permanent peace in Falestine 
and in recognition of the importance in this regard of mutual assurances 
concerning the future military operations of the Parties, the following 
principles, which shell be fully observed by both Farties during the 

_ Armistice, are hereby affirmedit— 


"], The injunction of the Security Council against resort to military 
force in the settlement of the Palestire question shall henceforth be 
scrupulously respected by both Parties." 


"9, This Agreement, having been negotiated ani concluded in pursuance 
of the resolution of the Security Council of 16 November 1948 calling for 
the establishment of an armistice in ader to eliminate the threat to the 
peace in Pulestine and to facilitate the transition from the present truce 
to permanent peace in Falestins, shall remain in force until a peaceful 
settlement between the Parties is achieved, except as provided in Par-- 
eraph 3 of thie Article." 


GYPT'S AC 


The Zeyptian and Syrian Governments issued notes to the Amrican and other 
Gabessies announcing o maritime blocknde of Israel. Lebanon has never announced 
e blockade, but hes been acting ao if it had and on May 19, 1948, seized the 

arp, an American ship operated by American Export Lines, bound for Halfa, 
when it called at Beirut. Forty-one United States citizens were interned, 
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November 18, 1946, 


Egyptian customs officinia at Fort Said took possension of the American 
freighter Diving Trader of the Inbrandtsen Steamship Company, Inc., New Yorks 
and seized the cargo, 4,000 bage of rice and 38 tractora, These tractors were 
to have been shipped to on agricultural engineering company in Iarael. The 
Eeyptian officials also "took" from the refrigerator all the butter on board, 
The officials pointed guns at the American captain and military personnel in 
emall boats guarded the ship, 


Egypt prevented ships carrying refugees, under charter to the International 
Refugee Organization (1.2.0,) from passing through the Suec Canal. The Wooster 
Vishary. carrying refugees (about half of the 654 passengers were bound for 
Israel) from Shanghai and North China ports, had been compelled to ¢o around the 
Cape of Good Hope in her voyage to Naples, 


The Egyptian Government issued new customs regulations which required cap- 
tains of northbound tankers passing through the Suez Canal, regardless of desti- 


nation, to sign declarations stating that their vessels would proceed directly 
to named port of destination after leaving Port Said, 


In addition, such capteins were ordered to obtain a declaration from the 
customs officials at the port of destination cartifying that their cargo was 
discharged there and that it was for local consumption, This document had to 
be countersigned by the Esyptian Consul, 


Egyptian State Minister Hamed Zaki Bey said on that date that the Sgyptian | 
Government hed im tructed the pat authorities to deny drinking water ani food 
supplies to blacklisted ships suspected of taking "essential material” to Israel. 
Ee did not elaborate on the classifications of restricted cargoes, 


The Egyptian restrictions have repeatedly been the subject of mwotests to 
the Egyptian authorities by maritime nations, notably Australia, Denmark, Franoe, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, the United Eingdom, the 0.5.5.2, and 
the United States of America, 


Following are some of the actions taken by these Powers!- 
May 24, 1948, 


The United States has warned Egypt and Syria that it will not reengnize 
their blockades as valid because "there is not a state of war,” 


The State Department loiged a protest also with the Lebanon Government 
against the seicure of the Harine Car (the passengers of this vessel were re~ 
leased during June), 


T P 

The United States Government protested formally to the Egyptian Go ernment 
agsinet seizure of the Amrican yessel, The potest woe based on two grounds’ 
(1) The United States does not recognize the existence of a state of war be- 
tween Ecypt end Israel and therefore does not recognize the Egyptian embargo on 
goods going to Israel; (2) The Ecyptinn action violates Suez Canal guarantees 
of unobstructed transit to all vessels, 


a a oe 
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Secretary of State George 0, Marshall told © press conference that the 
Eeyptian Government's action in seizing and unloading the carro violated the 
Suez Canal Convention of 1888 which provides that the Canal shall nlways be open 
to any vessel both im time of peace and.in time of war, The United States 
Government hed also protested the Egyptian Government's annotinced policy to 
seize cargoes destined for Israel ports. 


Britain protested to Eeypt over shipping detentions claiming they constitu- 
ted a violation of the Suez Canal Convention which uw ovided for unrestricted 
passage for ships of all flags in peace and war, 


‘The Soviet Embassy in Cal ro hanied Egypt a note protesting egainst the hose 
tile behavior of the Port Said authorities towards a Soviet vessel, The Soviet 
ship, the note said, had been refused food and clothing for the crew on the 
érounds that it would touch at H aifa on its way to the Black Sea, 


T he British Ambassador, Sir Halph Stevenson, handed a wotest to the 
Egyptian Government against the introduction of additional restrictiom on 
ships passing through the Suez Canal, ‘The new restrictions of which Britain 
complained were! (I) refusal of port facilities to ships on am Egyptian black- 
list: (2) a shin's captain would have to give a written guarantee that the cargo 
would be used in the country of unloading, and the guarantees would have to be 
countersigned by an Egyptian consular official at the port of unloading. 


August 25, 1950,’ 


The United States, Great Britain and Norway m otested against the Egyptian 
ban on the mssage of o11 tankers through the Suez Canal, 


December 12, 1950. 


Denmark handed Egypt a note protesting acainst Egyptian restrictions placed 
om Danish ships sailing through the Suez Canal, 


At the session of the Security Council of 13 November 1950, Sir Gladwyn 
Jebb (United Kingdom) statedt— 


"Sver since 15 May 1948, the Egyptian Government has been visiting and 
searching vessels of all nationalities in the Suez Canal, which were 
exercising their right to passage through the Canal, secured by the 
Suez Canal Oonvention, The visiting and searching are for the purpose 
of finding out whether the vessels carried material destined for Israel, 
On 26 February 1949 an Armistice was signed between Egypt and Israel. 
Since 29 June 1949, in view of the Armistice, the definition of contra- 
band by the Beyptian Government was limited, but a large number of 
categories of goods, including petroleum, otill remained subject to 
condemnation as contraband, ard where material of this character has 
been found, it has been seized, oni vensele carrying it have deen 
detained longer or shatter periods for it to be off—loaded, 


“These restrictions on the musage of mterinl, and especially oil, 
through the Suez Canal still contime therefore, although it is now 
more than eighteen months since the Armistice was signed. Inieed, fur- 
ther reatrictive regulations have, I believe, been recently imposed 

by the Eeyptian Government. 


AWanlatill.! ahi. 
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"In these circumstances the Council will readily understand the 
importance which wo, at any rate, attach to this question, In my 
Gelegation's opinion ite importance is three-fold, In the first 

place, the imposition of these restrictions involved the legal 

question of the freedom of mousage through the Suez Cannl, I do not 
propose to enter into the legal aspect of thie question now, and I would, 
Gay only that it is cbhviously a matter of the utmost importance to all 
countries, and especinily, perhaps, to the maritime natiorm of the world, 


"Secondly, the matter has considerable practical importance, As a 
result of the imposition of the restrictions to which I have referred, 
it has been impossible to carry oll by tanicers through the Suez Canal 
tc the great refinery eat Haifa. The Hsifa refinery has thus been 
inactive, or partially inactive, for many months, 


"Thirdly, my delegation would suggest that the political importance of 
the continuance of these restrictiom enforced by Egypt can hardly be 
overemphasized, Whatever may be the rights of the Egyptian Government 
in this matter - and as to that I would prefer to make no comment now = 
it mist surely be a mtter of regret to us all that the politicel 
situation in the Middle East should remain unsettled, and that the 
contimuance in force of these restrictions for so long after the 
Armistice should contribute, as it does, to the state of tension and 
uneasiness in the Middle Hest, = 
"My delegation considers, therefore, that it 1s most desirable that a 
settlemené of this question should be brought about as soon as it 
possibly can,,.." 


The Representative of Norway, Mr, Sunde, saidt-— 


"My Government for a considerable time has been concerned about the | 
particular problem relating to the shipping in the Sues Canal; in effect, 


the ouestion mentioned in item 2 (b) of our agenda, 


"In this connection I should like to associate myself with the 
exposition of the problem made a little while ago by the Represente— 
tive of the United Eingdom,..." 


Tne Representative of France, M, Lacoste, saidt— 


“4¢ our meeting on 13 November, the United Kingdom Representative raised 
the related question of the restrictiom the Egyptian Government had 
put on free passage through the Suez Canal, The Israeli Representative 
hes submitted a Draft Resolution on this subject, The French Government 
is o signatory of the Constantinople Convention which contains rwerfectly 
clear provisions on the question, It attaches the greatest importance 
to the matter ani is trying to have it settled through normal diplomatic 
channels, During the lash few months it has repeatedly made its views 
clear to the Ezyptian Government and only recently made a strong protest 
in Gairosecs : 


w ..As to the substance, my Government recommends for the legal, 
economic and political reasore given by the United Kingdom Representa- 
tive at our last meeting that there should be no delay. On the cont raryy 
4¢ feole that the situation which has arisen as a result of the Egyptian 
Government's interference with the traffic of the Suez Canal must be 
ended as soon as possible and the French delegation hopes that in view 
of the representatives of the different mrties concerned, the 

Eeyptian Government will see its way to lifting all the restrictions 
which have given rice to this debate at once." 





: The Livernool Steamship Owners Association, in their Anal Report for 
1946, pointed out that "“unwarrantable action has been ani is being taken by the 
Egyptian authorities in interfering with and holding up ships of British and 
other flags in the Sues Canal sone, These acta on the part of the Eeyptian 
authorities have been the subject of strong wotest to the Foreign Office and 
the Ministry of Transport by the Association, acting in conjunction with the 
igo gid pies hie — are acts which are far in excess of any international 
Soe eee ection of its own interest to which the Zeyptian Sovern- 


All the claims of Egypt to interfere with the shipning through the Canal 
" are in the Association! . fied : 

) in | Ssociation’s view internationally unjustified in the circumstances 
in which they are made," | 


Quoted from "Tho Baltic and International Maritime Confe: u 17 Ci | 
No. 122, April, 1949, onference Monthly Circular" 


duly, 1950. 


The American Merchant Marine Irs titute, Inc, and the Maritime Federation 
of American Shinning took action with the Trade Department against the new 
Egyptian customs regulations issued July 22, 1950 (cf, p 3). The Tanker Commit~ 
tee of the American Merchant Marim Institute, Inc., branded the Egyptians 
customs ruling "impracticable, unworkable, objectionable," ‘These reguia tions 
were, according to the Tanker Committee, beyonl the bounis of the Suez Canal 
Convention, which ig an international nuthority unier international control, 

In aidition, said the group, it constitutes an unjustifiable interference with 
international trade, 


Sueust, 1950. 


Fraser Bailey, President of the National Federation of American Shipping, 
took up the matter directly with the Egyptian Ambassador, Kamil Abdul Rahim, 
Ambassador Rahim agreed with the ples made on behalf of the shipowners and ad- 
mitted that the regulations appeared to be "far fetched," z 


' In his report submitted to the Security Council in July, 1949, the Acting 
U.N, Mediator, Dr, Ealph J, Sunche, stated:- 


"The Armistice Acreements provide for a definite end to 
the fighting in Palestine. Zach agreement incorporates 
what amounts to a non-agsression mct between the parties." 


At the 435rd meeting of the Security Council, Dr, Sunche m-de tho following 
statenent! 


"The Armistice Agreements ara not the final peace settlement 
tat the only possible interpretation of their very specific 
Provisions is that they elgnal the end of the military phase 
of the Palestine situation, ‘The objective should now clearly 
be to restore normal conditions of peace to the fullest 
possible extent, The entire heritage of rostrictions which 
developed out of the undeclared war should be done away with, 
There should be free movement for legitimate shipping and no 
veetizes of the war time blockades should be allowed to remain, 
as they are inconsistent with both the letter and the spirit 


of the Armistice Agreements," 


3. Secarity Counci) 
The Security Council in a resolution adopted at ite 524th meeting on 


7. 


Ht | ee a 7 a 





Jn 


17 November, 1950 (5/1907) recalled that:- 


"The Armintice Agreements betwoon Israel and the Arab otates 
included firm pledges, against further acta of ha tility 
betwoen the parties," 


On 29 August, 1949, the Israel-E¢yptian Nixed Armistice Commission, having 
Giscussed an Israel complaint on Egypt's blockade against Israel—~bound chipping, 
made the following decision:— 


"The Mixed Armistice Commission thinks that it has the right 
to demand from the Egyptian Government not to interfere with 
the passing of goods to Israel through the Suez Canal," 


Zeypt continued to refuse compliance and lodged an appeal, 


On 12 June, 1951, the issue arose for discussion in the Israel—Seyptian 
Special Committee, under the chairmanship of Lieutenant General William EB. Riley, 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, General 
Eiley denounced the Egyptian practice in the strongest termsa!~ 


"It is quite clear to me, he said, that the action taken by 

the Seyptian authorities in interfering with the masace of goods 
destined for Israel through the Suez Canal must be considered 

an ageressive action.e., Similarly, I mst of necessity 

consider that the interference with the passace of coods..ssis 

& hostile act,...In my opinion this interference is an 
aggressive and hostile action,,." 


General Riley stated further!— 


"Although, in my view, there is no adequate besis for agreeing 
that the Mixed Armistice Commission has competence to deal 

with the question, it mst be clear, ani it certainly is to me, 
that the question cannot rest here, ZBither the Egyptian 
Government mist, in spirit of the General Armistice Agreement, 
relax the practice of interference with the passage of goods 
destined for Israel through the Suez Canal, or the question met 
be referred to some higher competent authority such as the 
Security Council or the International Court of Justice, 


"I have no doubt in my mind that the General Armistice Agreement 
was never intended to provide ea cloek for the commission of 

acts by either party which in their intent and effects are indeed 
hes tile, 


"Because of the effect which such continued action will have on 
the implementation of the Armistice Agreement and the future 
operations of the Mixed Armistice Commission, I am compelled 

to direct a strong request to the Egyptian delegate to inter 
eede with his Government to desist from the present mractice 

of interfering with goods destined for Israel throuch the 

Suez Canal, since such acts can only be cortrued as inconsiptent 
with the spirit of the Armistice Agreement, 


"I feel sure I can ask this of you because I recall vividly 

the occasion on 13 January 1949 at the opening of the negotiations 
leading to the signing of this General Armistice Agreement when 
the senior Egyptian delegate told us at Rhodes! 'You will find 

ng inspired with every spirit of co-operation, concilintion and 

a sincere desire to restore peace in Palestine'." 
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| Tho Beyptian Government hag ospoused various thoories to justify the block 
nde, Confronted by the basic principle of international law that "no stato may 
exorcise juriediction over foreign vessels on the seas," the Dgyptian Government 
Beintains that a otete of wr exists betwaen Egypt and Isrnel and therefore the 
former is entitled to all acts open, to a belligeront. This contention is in | 
contradiction to Beypt's obligations under the Suez Canal Convention, the U,H. 
Charter and the Arnistice Agreanent, 


This treaty provides explicity that the canal should in time of War as in 
time of peace never be subjected to the exereise of the right of blockade against 
any Yessel of commerce or of war (Art. I) including ever the vessels of a country 
et war with the territorial sovereign, be it Turkey or Eeynt (Art, IV), 


How, the Egyptian Government claims that considering itself beine at war 
with Israel it is entitled under Article K of the Suez Canal Convention to take 
the necessary measures in order to secure the defense of Egypt. 


However, this richt of the territorial sovereign is in the words of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice — "reserved up to a certain point", 
(cf. p. 2) and this point is clearly defined in Article XI of the Convention, 
i.e., that "the measures which shall be taken in the cases wovided for by 
Articles = and X of the mesent treaty shal] noé interfere with the free use of 


"In fact, states the Permanent Court of International Justice, under this 
regime belligerent men-of-wer and ships carrying contraband have been permitted 
in many different circumstances to pes freely through the Canal." (cf. p 2). 


During the Itelian-Turkish wer of 1911, Italian warshins massed through the 
Canal, desnite the fact that Egypt was nominally part of Turkey, 


The restrictions put by international law on the jurisdiction of the_ 
territorial sovereign concerning international waterways has been emphasized by 
the Permanent Court of International Justice in its judgment in the Wimblddor 
Case. 


The 5.5. Wimbledon, an English vessel chartered by a French company carrying 
munitions to the Polish aval Base at Danzig, wes refused passage by the German: 
euthorities throuch the Kiel Canal in 1921 on the ground that the German neoutral~ 
ity orders of July 25 and 30, 1920, prohibited the transit of cargoes of this 
character destined for Poland or Russia, 


This position of the German Government seemed to contrndict Article 380 
of the Treaty of Versailles which nrovidedi-— 


"The Eiel Canal and its approaches shall be maintained free 
Gnd open to the vessels of commerce and of war of all : 
mations at peace with Germany on terms of entire equality. 


The Governnents of Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan (and Poland inter— 
vening) referred the matter to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 
The judgment of the Court, hanied down August 17, 1923, held that the German 
®athorities were wrong in refusing the steamship Wimbledon access to the Kiel 
Ceral; that Article 380 of the Treaty of Versailles should have prevented Germany 
from applying to the Eiel Canal her neutrality orders; and that the German Goverm 
ment should pay indemnities to the French Government because of the prajudice 


sustained, 
Ir the course of ita judgment, the Court said! 


"Tie Court considers thnt the terms of Article 380 ore 
eategorical and give rise to no doubt, It follows that 
the Canal has cenpsed to be an internal and national navigable 
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Waterway, the use of which by the vessels of otnutes other 
than tho riparian state is loft entirely to the discretion 
of that state, ant that 4t has become an international 
Wateryny intended to provide unler treaty guarantee easier 
access to tho Unltic for the benefit of all nations of the 
world. Under its new regime, the Kiel Canal must be open, 
On & feoting of enuslity, to all vessels, without making 
any distinction butween war vessela and vesseis of commerce, 
but om one oxpress conlition, namely, thet these vesnels 
mist belong to nations at peace with Germany, 


"Although the Ziel Canal, having been constructed by 
Germuny in German territory, wos, until 191°, ar internal 
Watereny of the state hslding beth banks, the Treaty ; 
has token sare_noi to arsisijate it to the othe 


Matereye of the German Ermira," 


Fer, Ct. int. Jus. Judgment I, August 17, 1923, Ser, A, Mo, 1; I, Hudson, World 
Court Reports, 1934. ez 

Wherens Art. 380 of the Treaty of Versailles limited the free jssage through 
the Ziel Canal to nations "at pace with Germany" the Suez Canal Convention 
explicitly eliminated this limitetion providing for frea message of all vessels 
even of a nation being at war with the territorial sovereien (Art, IV), 


Occasionally, the Egyptian Government claims that they are not interfering 
with the ships in the canal itself, but exercising their rights of control and 
search in the torritorial waters eat either end of the canal at Port Said and 
Suez Bay. 


This claim is unjustified and contrary to Art. IV of the Suez Canal Conven- 
tion which precisely prohibits any interference with free navigation "in the 
carnal and its ports of access as well as withis cadius of thr 


those ports," 


Egypt as a member by Treaty of the U.N, is bound by its charter and by the 
peaceful means of determining rights and adjusting disputes which it males 
available to its members, and has no right to act unilaterally in engesing in 
military or naval hostilities, 


The only exceptions to the rule against the use of force are! (1) in rele- 
tion to self—defonse (Art, 51); (2) in relation to former enemies of any signa- 
tory of the Charter cf the U.N, (Art. 107). Both excerticns are surely not 
relevant to Israel cr the other states concerned in the blockade, Any force 
otherwise used is an act of aggression and against the Clarter of the U.N. 
Slockedes whether carried out by civilian or armed authorities are an act of 
armed force. 


€ Arnistice Acreement 


The Zeyptiean Government maintains that the Israel-Eeypt Armistice agreement 
is restricted to aecrecsive action by armed forces, whereas the blockade is 
imposed by its civilian authorities, 


The authoritative interpretations of the Acting U.N, Mediator, Dr. Ralph 


J, Danche, who negotiated the armistice agreements, and cf General W. B. Riley» 
Uy, Chief of Staff of the Truce supervision Orranicacs Olle cienr! 7 Er spenes with 
the Eeyotian cle’, Dr. Punche stated at the Secwitr Vernet that ‘bexo should 
be frea movanurt for legitinate shipping and ne veo.izes ci “nu wa- uIGoReds 
ghoiid be =llewed te reratr as they are inconsrlent. with both ths Lebuer one the 
spivit of the erufstice agreements" - while General Riley termed the egyptian 


bleckede "an ucgressive and hostile action". (cf. p. 7). 


The Egyptian interpretation of the armistice agreement which was concluded : 


"in order to facilitate the transition from the nreasent truce te ant » 
(preamble to and Art. I, XII 2 of the Arm Agr.) - is also contrary to the pre- 
vyailing theory and practice regarding this type of armistice agreements, 





$ 
@. 


July, 1951 


MIt May be desirable States Charles Oh, Hyde (International Law, second 
reviead ed, 1945, Vol. ITZ Pp. 1786) — that a general armistice concluded in con 
templation of a treaty Of peace relax in somé meanure the inhibition of inter— 
Course between the populations of the territories occupied by the opposing 
bellizerents and necessarily resulting from war" ag the provision of such 
armistices are "designed to achieve more than a mere cessation of hostilities". 
(Ibiden p. 1790), 


In fact, the conclusion of an arnistice agreement between Spain end the 
U.S.A. (1098) in contemplation of a feace trenty has been followed by 


restoring commercial reintions between the two Btates, American vessels visiting 
Spanish ports and vice versa, (Ibidem p. 1784), 


This was also the case after the armistice wigéh Germany in 1918, "This 


Gave to the armistice — Concludes Hyde — a unique relation to the resumption of 
peace.” (Ibidem p. 1790), 


SSS hee oh we 
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PROPERTY 
A member of the Egyptian) 
Cabinet Inner Council, Tbra-)' 
"\him Faraq Pasha, said last 


; S 
EGYPT "Inight that Egypt was duty- 


- 


r 


, through the canal so that no 
| war materials reached Israc!. | 
, the 1888 Convention.” he 
' (said. 


| “The canal is Egypt's pro- 
Jperty and st has the right to 

CAIRO, Sept. 2 The Secretary-General of 
(ALALP).—An Egyptian |, {the Arab League, Abdel 


, ‘lbound towards the Arab 
CONDIT 13 League member States lo con- 
Lua | tjtrol the passage of ships} 

' whatever measures are neces- 

L CKADE ‘|sary for her security, in 

: accordance with Article 10- of 

Government spokesma \Rahman Azzam Pasha, said: 
id vest Aes 5 “Undoubtedly the Arab 
said yesterday Egyp \League will support Egypt.” | 


| will obey the U.N. Secu- ny The U.N. resolution put) 
| rity Council and lift her | {forward by Britain, France,| 
Suez Canal blockade on | | eee tes States made 
racl_ implements past | {say it is “actively belligerent 

U.N. resolutions on Pales- against Israel and) therefore 
fine. ‘}cannot claim right of search) _. 
“The Security Council, mect-| jlfence of ships in seit de-! 

ing in New York yesterday.) - oe 

ardered the blockade lifted by 

‘\@ vote of eight to none. 


INTERFERENCE 
@ The blockade is an un- 


‘The spokesman said that 


_|Egypt was seriously consider- 


‘ling calling a conference of the 
signatories to the 1888 Suez 

-|Canal Conyention to examine 
British troops from the Canal 
Zone. 


jithe question of evacuation a 


justified interference with the 
right of nations to use the 
seas and trace freely with one 
another. 

India, China, and the Soviet 
Union did not vote on the 
resolution. | 
- | The Soviet delegute, Mr-| 

Semon Tsarapkin, who had 

asked for the special Saturday 

meeting to make his views on 

ihe resolution known, fe- 

*\ mained silent during the pro- 

il-|ceedings and scribbled idly on 
heja writing pad. 

% The vote could have been 
‘ditaken on August 29 but for) 

Sovict insistence that its 
S/Gpinion be heard first. 

Mr. Tsarapkin hinted that! 
elhe would veto ‘the resolution) 
llunless given a chance i) 

speak. J. 
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Security Council Condemns Egypt On Suez \ 


FLUSHING MEADOW, Sun. 
| The Security Council condemn. 
fed Egypt for blockading ships 
bound for Israeli through the 


* | Suez Canal and called on BHevypt 


-ito lft the restrictions immedi- 
ately. 


The vote was 8-njl in favour— 


| India, China tind Russia abstain- 


"| Taarapkin, who 


day, 


ee ee 


ing from voting. 

General surprise wus caused 
when the Soviet delegate, Semen 
had asked for 
tlie special meeting yesterday to 
make his views known, remained 
silent. 


The vote on thé resolution. 


| sponsured by Britain, France and 


the United States, could have 
been taken on Friday, but -the 
Soviet insistence that Russia's 
Upinion must be heard first. 
Taarapkin had hinted on Fri- 
day that unless he had a chance 


to speak he might veto the re- 


solution. 
He sat in stony silence vester- 
and scribbled idivy on a 


The Uhree Power resolution 


-|made these points: 


wutiabive assert il wag “actively. 


1.—That Bevypl could uot rea- 


belliverent"™ agains! Israeli, there- 


AFFAIRS, CaAiSURRA, 


File No. 


hate. 


fore she could oui claim the 

right-of search or seizure of ships 
\for any “logitimete purpose of) 
self defence." 

2——That the Siem Conn! block- 
nie wes indonsisivnt wilh the ob- 
of the Israeli-Egyptian disput: 
ond estiblishment of permanent | 
pene in Palestine. 

a. —Lhat the hlochude wie mp 
ablise oF the exercise of the righ 
Es Visil, soarch und seizure, 

!._-That the 


blow ial eee tal 


not be justified on the prounds]' 


|that it was needed for Egypt's 
self defence. 
|. 5—That the blockade was un- 
|justified interference with the 
right of nations to navigate the 
seas and trate frecly 
another, 
[brahinni 


ner Council, sedi 
“eeypt is aiuty botimd loward: 
the Arob Leapue States to con- 
trol passage of ships throwch 
jlie Suer Cauialin one tliat te 
|\war maleriais may reach Israel 
|The canel is Egypt's property 
and she has riztit to 
NSB SUres Are necessary for het 
security.” 


_ = 


with one, 
Farie Pasha, metii-} 
ber of the Egyptian Cabinot In- | 
nel. night: | 


f 
4 
‘ 
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Egyptian Cabi 
uez Inspection Plan 


soviet Hint May 
Help Cairo Out 


By George Lichthelm 
POST Correspondent 
LONDON, Sunds+.— Egypt ts 
expected to ignore vesterday’s 
security Council resolution o; 
= treat it 23 a “recommenda- 
thon” nol entailing any cor- 
quences It real signifi- 
cance is thought here to Le 
in the fact that the maritime 
powers right to tse the Suer 
Canal has been afflmned hy 
*m international body whieh 

Egypt recognizes. 

The Soviet abstention ca1- 
ad sg0me surprise bu: 
enything concerning the prin- 
tiple of keeping Internationa! 
walerwars open is important 
Rucia since the freedorr 
of her own shipping depend 
i 6lUnresiricted paissare 
through the Skagerrak anc 
the Dardanelies. Some of the 
arguments used by the 
Mans might prove tseful to 

in a dispute 
ia if the underlying prin- 
were. fdmitted, The 
Were  thercfor 

o hedge In the event, 
muctteded in gaining 
Se)PlUan sympathies by 
sudcen 

by abstaining 
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May Placate Egypt 
With Defence Role 
W YORE, Sunday. (TNA. 
— Pomibiiities for aw settle. 
mont Of the Anglo-Eeyptlan 
Gispute by Inviting Cairo to 
Participate In o broad. Mid- 
di¢ East cefence alliance 
may be explored by Forelen 
Secretary Herbert Morri- 
fon and Secretary of State 
Denn Acheron {mn Washine- 
ian nex; month a “New 
York Times" diepatch from 
London .eays. 

There porsibilities 
already been informally 
ciseed between Brifish and 

|. OS. diplomats, the dispatch 
filed 


lraq Withdraws 
Forces from Syria 


BAGHDAD, Sundar (Reuter) 
Iraq has: ogreed 
rian quest withtraw 


a Dy ha ea be 
he Iragl airforce sodadron, 
arc ic 


have 


| 
i= 


to 6the 


rt tit 
anti-ttreraf*® tunits 
brigades she sont J 
in: Moy to | 
event of Is 
was offley 


locas 


forces 


rel epee “FA 
FOvErne ris 


4c 
at shat 
following the clashe 


Huth tarh 
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Insists U.N. Must 
Meet Demands 


The Egvptinn cabinet ai jis 
final session in Alexandria tast 
night worked. out o new syx- 
fem of the inspection of oil 
tankers passing through the 
Succ Canal, Foreign Minister 
Salah «Din annotineed after 
the meetlig, aecomling te Calro 
Fizulin, 

The sthome will not be re 
reailed until after officlal 
of the Security Counmel! 
eeoiution hag been received, 

Following the cabinet's dis- 
cumion of the resolution, Mr. 
Salah ec-Dn anld “The UN 
inust mect Egypt's demands 
before it con ask anything of 
her.” 

Some sources thought Eeypt 
might reply that wade 
oMmmhy With the Security Coun- 
order “lf Israel obeys th: 
: pPartitio: resol: 
ninh e-Din stated that as Jong 

[armel continued 

U.N, resolutions there 
ES¥pt 


the 


‘- 
y 
tir 


athe 


i 
te 

eT; 
he oo he 
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2 i rile. 
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Committe: 
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SYRLAN BACKING 
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security Council Condemns. 
Egypt; Russia Stays Silent 


: F L USHING MEADOW, Saturday. — The Security Council 
today passed the three-power resolution condemning Egypt for her 
blockade of the Suez Canal. An astonished meeting passed the re- 
solution after finding that the Soviet delegate, who had specially 
asked for the adjournment till today so that Russia’s views might be 

heard, remained completely silent. 

The resolution, sponsored by the U.S., Britain a 

France was passed 8-0, with India, Nationalist China ue 
the Soviet Union abstaining, 

After the meeting opened to- 
day, the Yugoslnay President of 
ine Council, Dr. Bebler, turned 
to the Soviet delegate, Mf. Tsa- 
rapkin, who sat on in stony 


Israel Gratified 

“The Government of Is- 
racl expresses ite satisfac. 
tion and gratification yith 
the Security -Councils. ac- 
tion in the interest of peace, 
stability In the Middle East 
and the frecdoem of sea 


ey 


| Resolution Gives 


 commercr, thus sirengthen- 
ing the system) of armistice 
agroements: In the face of 
intent te undermine It." the 


Foreign Atinintry said In a 
statement lost night 


Caire 
Meticret 


CAINO, Saturday (Reuter), 
— Egypi has no intention of 
implementing the U.N. ro- 
solution calling on her to 


lift the blockade of Israel- 


bound shipping through the 
sucz Canal, a Government 
spokesman said tonight. 

Esypt comsiders the Security 
Council resolution as a “imple 
recommendation” mot binding 
on her, he sald, 

The .spokezman. declored 
thant the Egyptian Government 
was serigaly considering call- 
Ing the conference slignatorics 
to the Suez Canal convention 
of 1865 to examine and re- 
colve the new proolcms. creat- 
ed by the Suez Canal. 
SCcri- 
Arab 


ine 


the 


Earlier tonient, 
lary Gentra] of 
Leamie, Azzam. Pasha, said 
that all Arab countrics wil' 
sigp any oi] from reaching 
Haifa, Each Arab country 
with oil will insist: on, gut 
runtees from the compnnios 
opernting in its  ternmlory 
that they will allow none of 
their oll to rench Haifa, 


Lever fo West 


By Jesse Zel Lurie, 
POST Correspondent 
FLUSHING MEADOV, Ss- 
turcdsy, Por tlic first Umea 
since 1998 ths Seewity Council 
today passed a resolution cen- 
suring an Arab state. The Bir 
Powers’ desire to inerceose the 
cutput-of the Haifen Refinery 
motivated the eight affirma- 
tive votes for the resolution, 
stating unequivocally that the 
war against. Isracl is over 
and all war-like measures 

must be stopped, 

Immedinte Egyptian com- 
Pliance to the resolution is 
not in the cards, but the reeo- 
lution gives England and 
Americo Jeverage to force an 
éventuol compliance 

Egypt. like Iren has found 
that she cannot split the An- 
clo-Aimerican alliance. and 
her demand for the removal 
of srocps frsm ino 
Suez Canal sono will be rosis- 
ied as firmly in ¥roshington 
in Lon¢on. 

Egqvypliian circles 
the Soviet Walon ass 
West by not mi 
posils..afler 5 

ing for -2n 


EBritizS 


= 
te 


Tins them, 
would be Higher in 
‘europlcin. Fine 
bis mouth 
sald. 
mK. Tsaropki 
nation to’ milling pr 
having interrupts 
bour Day weekend unn 
rily was 


| 
re ch. 


sothing 


silence and scribbled on a pad. 
While bewildered delegutes 
stared at each other, Dr, Beb- 
ler called for the vote 

Soa debate preceded the re- 
Solution, 15 mo one answered 
Dr. Bebler'’s question whether 
there were any speakers. 

Tribule to Council 

Immediately after the vote, 
Mfr, Abba Eban thanked the 
Council for passing the resolu. 
Hon and expressed regret that 
Exypt had not been able to 
settle the matter out of court. 

He pald tribute to the Coun- 
cll for the seriousness with 
Which It had met the com- 
plaints on the blockade, and 
stressed that the matter was 
one of preat importance to Is- 
rac] since thal country depend- 
ed oon its maritime trade. 

The decision, he said, tndi- 
cated the determination of the 
Security Council that Arabs 
and Jews should not lapse 
back into «a state of belliger- 
enee, Mr, Eban emphasized 
that history had shown that 
whenever Arnhs and Isrnelis 
had met directly across a table 
igreements could be male. 

Mf. Lacoste then 
touk the floor to explain why 
France bod yoted in favour 
resolution. He stregucd 
that the Council had done [ts 
uimadt Egypt time to 
ible getile- 


der Ita re- 


ro 
(Bh FANCe | 


of the 
to give 
arrive at 
mri6nt and to re COms| 
fusnl, 
The Egyptian delegate. Mah- 
Fawzl Ber, replied to 
Jn that peice waz not 
wiiter ef words,” accusing 
wl of he peacefal 
mtentions to words and not 
aeons 


an amic 


Limi tin ae 


| complained, 
La solution, but 
uncondi- 
Wf Egypt 

nment’s position,” 
cy concluded), “has al- 
: y¥ been outlined In my pre- 
Vite Mhitomeen. | am now go 
ing to exercise the right of 
sreedom of slience.” 


ry gi 
aall 
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Pande that the miintenunce of the practice mentioned in pu 
Lgtent with the cbjoc+tives of a peaceful settlement betweon 


re 


establishment of a permensnt peace in Frelestine set forth 
furtior: that such prectice ia an “buse of the exercise of 
Search and seizure: 
Further finds that 
be Jjustificd on the ground 
9 And further notine that 


through the Suez Canal to Isreel ports arc denying 


— 


with tho cor >t in Palestine velugble supplies r 


reconstruction, and thut theso 


Egypt to cortain ships which hav sited Israsl porte represent 


interference with the rights of nations to myvigate the seas and 


with one another, including the:Areab. 6tates 


| ae 4 RE 
C ne passage 


10, Celis upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the 
intermctional commorcial shipping and goods through tho Suez Canal whereve 
bound and to cease all interference a LUC. ing beyond that essontial to 


: : Lhe re et . 
iteclf and t uc Observance of the 


he ssicty of shipping in tho Cunal i 


ntvrneational conventions in force, 
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"Soviet Backing 
Embarrasses 
Egypt 


By GEORGE LICHTHEIM, 
POST Correspondent 


LONDON, Thursday.— Yes- 
tferday'’s Soviet manoeuvre 
in the Security Council is 
believed here to have em- 
barrassei the Eqyplians by 
holding out the prospect of 
@ Soviet veto in ostensible 
support of Egypt's position. 

The subject is too delicate 
for editorial comment since it 
is appreciated that Cairo can- 
not afford to betray its em- 
barrazsment. 


If their retreat is cut off py 
Mr. Tsarupkin, the Egyptians 
will clearly have to go through 
with their proclaimed policy 
of defying the West. This is 
what the Russians want and 
what everyone else wants to 
avoid. 

ft is: not clear yet how the 
Egyptians mean to escape 
from their self-imposed dilem- 
ma. Their recent tactics have 
been designed to sécure a 
stronger bargaining position, 
but the Cairo mob cannot be 
expected to appreciate these 
quibtleties amd wlll doubtless 
make it dificult for the gov- 
“aynment to execute a retreat. 

The timing of the Soviet, move 
sugeestsithat the Russians, like 
everyone else, have their eyes 
fixed on the Ottawa confer- 
ence, where Egypt's status will 
come under discussion when 
plans are made for the Medi- 
terranenn Defence Command 
They evidently intend to come 
forward as Egypt's protectors 
just when the conference fe: 
under way 

There was nothing in Mr. 
Tsnrankin's performance yes- 
terday to suggest that they 
are seriously worried by the 


a4 


undercover talks between Lon- 


don and Cairo, but they 
ently ‘believe they hav 
the proper wrecking tool, 


UNITED NATIONS, Thurs- 
day (INA). . Isroe]) Ambas- 
sador Abba Eban conforred 
with ihe Soviet Deleguie fo 
the Becurity Council, M. Tes 
rapkin, today. It is understood 
ho was peeking clarification 
of the Soviet Suez proposal. 
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Foreign Affaira in Alexandria at which 
the latter said that the Turkish approach was receiving the 
consideration of the Egyptian Government. 

The only reported alteration in the position has been 
a relaxation in the inspection procedure whereby only one 
inspection by Customs officials would take place on ships 
passing throuch the Canal. Previoysly coastmuard and army 
personnel had carried out independent searches of vessels 
using the canal. 

When the Security Y“ouncil met on 27th August to 
vote on the resolution, Egypt claimed that Britain, U.S5.A-, 
France and other maritime powers could not legally vote on the 
resolution, as these countries had made moves through 
diplomatic channels for the lifting of the blockade and had 
thus became “interested parties" in the dispute. ‘the countries 
concerned are U.S., U.S.A., France, the Netherlands and Turkey. 
Egypt proposed that the International Court of Justice should 
give a ruling on the matter and the Security Council adjourned 


until 29th August to consider Egypt's request. 


Las 
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ss EXTRACT =o: ABC NUYS _12.30pm 30 Aug 1953 

The Russian delegate to the UN Security Council has forced the Council 

to postpens the detate on Egypt's shipping blockade in the Sueze Council 
was about to vote last night om the western powers' resolution condem~ 
ing “eypt for maintaining the blockade when the Russian delegate threat~ 
ened to use the veto unless the matter were adjourned until Seturday.« -le 
seid he wanted to introduce new Russian proposalse Counoll agreed to 
adjourn until Saturday but it is éxpected that the vete, which has already 
teen postponed several times, wiil not be taken until next week at the 
earliest Decausc delegates and goyts will want time to consider the new 
proposals, Setaile of the new Russian propossis have not yet been made 
imown, Im yesterday's deb&te the Deyptian delegate complained that Eeypt(s 
plen to have the disprte referred to the International Cours should be 
upheld and that Britain, Wrance Holland sha the tS should abstain from 
voting on the retter because they were interested parties. He salt we. 
Seypt's inspection measures in the Suez were insignificant compared with 
the measures taken by the TS to ban the movement of strategic m terials 
£0 Comaunist countries. The Syrian Foreign Minister said yesterday that 
the Arab countries might defy the Security Council. He said that neither 
Beyoe nor any other Arab country sould accept an order to 11ft the biogk= / 


age on Isracie 
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THE UN. SECURITY COUNCIL has decided_to postpone until Saturdey__ 
its vote on the resolution pus forward by the United Kingdon, 
the 0.8. and Prance, calling on Egypt to stop interfering with 
Suez Canal shipping. Ning member countries voted in favour of 
postponement, and the two others abstained. The postponement ~~ 
Was decided on at the request of the Soviet delegation, Mr. 
Tsarapvkin. 

the 8.B.C-.'s U.N. correspondent Says the Sovist intervention 
came 48 &@ surprise to everybody, including probably the Egyptian 
delegete. At first the Soviat request fa’ led to get sufficient 
support, but Mr. Tsaraplcin intervened again making whab most 
Gelegates recognised as a threat to use the voto. - The United 
Kingdom delegate, Sir Gladwyn Jebb, spoke openly of it as a 
threat and said it was remarkable that the Soviet delegate, who 
had Kept silent for some six weocks without expressing any ovinion 
on the mattor, or even asking any questions, should at this lato 
stage try to put off the voto. 

The postponement was agrced to after the Sovist dclegate had 
sxDlained that all ho wanted was a two-day adjournment to soc if 
the issue could be scattlod in soma othor ways Our correspondent 
Says tho chairman of the Council, Mr. Warron Austin of tho UsS<, 
put much omphasis on the fact that the vote must take place on 
saturday. 

mariier in the day the Eg~ptian doleégate had abandoned his 
proposal that the International Courts should decide whother or 
not the United Kingdom, tho U.S., France, the Notherlands and 
Turkey had tho right to vote on the question because they aro 
what Egyot called interested partics. 
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Considering the debate 
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Security Council mentioned in the preced*ny pairags 


The pects Council] resolves to revuest the 


yvisory opinion on the following 


Gai the Uni 


to give ite ad 
"In the light of the C! 
particularly paragraph 3 of Article e/, 


ie" 
ene a 


end i 
Security Council, are France, 
end the United States of America obliged to 


guestion of the restrictions 


ee through the Suez Cenel o 


Btu aie 7 


ay 
Per a2 


Wez 


ot 


passe 


ch the Suez 


according: 


the Netherlands, 


the Netherlands, 
sabatain fran voting on the 


ust 1991 


a ety 


CRIGDUL: HEHCLI 


Pere 


Wess 


coo, a 


the 


Canel 


J on restrict a imposed 


of some war meterteale 


to perarraph 3 of 


Tur 


i 


rkey, the United Kingdom 


must obatain from yoting, 
vested oy 


the members of the 
‘apn, 


Tnternational Court of Justice 


question: 


ted Nations, 


La 
or 


the dstate in the 


the United Kingdom 


n view 


Turkey, 


pteee: by E.ypt: in relaticn to the 
eterials to Isrrel?’ 








Page 232 


Military Searches 
Were Violation 


TEL AVIV, Wednesday, — The 
Eeyptinn sdmission that their 
Army and Coast Guards had 
carried out searches of vessels 
passing through the Suez 
Canal aggravates Erypt’s casr 
rather than ciiaes the sltuation, 
an Army spokestian sald here 
¥- 

These searches were denled 
by Colonel Ismail Sharin Bey, 
the Egyptian representative at 
a special mecting of the Israci- 
Egyptian Mixed Armistice 
Commission on June 12. Ma- 
jor-General William Riley, 
the U.N. Chief of Staff, stated 
at that meoting that he would 
hold Egypt responsible for 
breaches of the Armistice if 
he hud proof that military or 
para-military (personnel was 
searching Sucz shipping. 

At the ALAC. meeting on 
the Gaza Road, Aluf Moshs 
Daran essed General Riley 
to investigate the. charga that 
searches. were being carried 
out by Egyptian military per- 
sonnel. General Hiley admit- 
ted that such searches woul: 
constitute “an ageressive and 
hostile action.” 


“lf I had cerisin know- 
ledge that it was being com- 
milted by the armed forces of 
Egypi!—land, sea or sir, of 
pera-military forces, includ. 
ing mon-regular forces — I 
would most firmly hold that 
this constitutes a violation of 
Article 1 Para 2, and Article 
# Para 2 of the Ganoral Armi- 
stico Agreement, and would 
uphold the contention advanc- 
ed by Israel. 


“Lacking such knowledge, 
I see no way under the Gen- 
eral Armistice Agreemont o! 
faking this course, even though 
I am convinced thet the 
Egypiian action does no! 
fosier the objectives of the 
General Armistice Agree. 
ment,” Genoral Riley said 

He added that he was satls- 
fieS with the investigation hx 
(had -made persondily on thr 
matter, agnd wos not going 
to accept Aluf Dayan’s re- 
guest to send U.N, observer 
“to see what was happening.” 
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New Talks On 
Suez Blockade 


NEW YORE, Wednesday (UP). 
— The current high level dis- 
cussions in Anknra between 
Turkey and Egypt strengthen 
the possibility that an “out of 
court” setticoment on the Succ 
Canal blockade may still be 

ied, U.N. delegation sources 
snld here today, 

Contact between the two gov- 
ernments took place during the 
wockend, following the instruc- 
tion to Bf. Selim Sarper, the 
Turklih U.N. delegate, to seek 
a further week's Postponement 
of the Security Council's deci- 
sion on the matter 

Diplomatic sources sald 31. 
Sarper wos unnble to give any 
details of the Ankara talks, but 
nsasured delegntes. “they were 
serious.” Following that, ninc 
Council membera agreed to the 
postponement of the discussion, 
and only Britsin felt it should 
be continued — while the U5. 
delegate, Mr. Austin, [n the 
choir fer the present sensation, 
abstained. 

Meanwhile, some observers 
believe that Egypt moy agree 
to Jift the restrictions, since 
she would find it very difficult 
to flout a U.N. Security Coun- 
ceil resolution and at the same 
time continue with her charges 
that Isracl is “violating” other 
U.N, resolutions — especially 
that concerning the repatria- 
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£GYPT TO RELAX *k 
CANAL SEARCH 


CAIRO, Tuesday. 
|  BGYPt will relax inspection of 
| Shipping passing through the 
-| Suéz Canel a customs ‘adminis- 
t| tration spokesman said to-dny. 
|| He said that in future only 
-/ Customs authorities would be| 
| authorised to search ships, 
; There would be only one in- 
‘|; specion of each ship, he added. | 
|| Previously coastguard and the 
,, army have carried out independ= 
ent searches of ships using the | 
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AuveTeaciin Missin TO THE UaTTCo NWaTIONS 
4510 Ewmmeac STate Buitpine, 


New Your 1. N.Y, 
17th Awpst, 1951 


External Affairs, 


Seeurity Council « Sues Cenel 


“aig: Ree, Berar age gee arr Ror presented 
2. 


Francs, United Kinedos and the United States. 


A copy of each of the following papers connected vith 
the secting is attached: 


S/P¥.552 = Verbatim Record 
&/PV.553 o Verbatim Record 
5/2298 = Joint draft Resolution 
of France, United Kingdon 
and United States 
Article describing the nestings, fron the "Sew York 
Times" of 17th ‘gust 1951. 


The United Kingdom Delegation told us this sorning that unless 
n the meanti=s, the co-—sponscrs 


‘= | ; 

! ed Ei United Stetes and Yugoslavia). ina | 
announeed yesterday that thoy would abstsin and it was assumes that tog —. 
Soviet Union would do likewise, as has been the esse on other recent 
resolutions cormected with Palestine. 


4 The United Kingdom will probably feel obliged to challenge thy 

Egyptian argument thet four of the resolution: sup re (France, the 

lands, the United Kingdom end the United States) were partiss to 
and therefore not entitled to vote on tis question. The 


’ f © United Kingion Delegation said that their probable Line vould be that 


: u tine through the Sues Canal is a 
extter whieh concerns, directly or indirectly, every country in tho vorld, 
end that they could not be oxcluded from voting on the grounds giggested 
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Miguat I7, 1951, 


Auetalian Minister in ipppt 


in oocfirmation of my Searct cable los 160 I have the 
homcur to Pepart that om August 12 I discussed the Sues Comal toners queatlon 
with beth the British Ambessaior, Sir Relyh Stevenscy, axi the United cteter 
isPassaic:, Mr, Jefferoom Caffery, 

The British Mebasenior informed mo that os far as he owld ces 
the “Sepire Roach" qrestion was settled except for a mbseqent dlaim for 
Gamagea ete, Im regerd to the sore inportont question of interference with the 
tenkers passing through the Sues Comal both he and the United states 
Ambasseicr anid thet they felt that the Egjptiens would not withires frou the 
ettitude they hal tebe up, Tho United States Ambassador bad only the previous 
day se=o the Egyptian Porsign Minister and erteeroured to perqminie hin to mest 
the situation diplceatically rather than allowing the Seamity Council threat 
te orocee’d, Ir, Salah el Din Pasha informed him that so fer os Egypt is 
concemmed, if the Security Council five « decision against ig pt, she will mot 
obey it, Furteer sore he pointed out that it wes o matter of Life ami death to 
the Eqyptiens te prevent my belo dietsoever potting to Isrecl and therefore 
tiey cust insist on a blectolc amoinst Isrool in all respects posalble, 

Anerios, althaigi at one tine reluctant to press the iseue, 
les Soined Pemce amd Britain in their cfforte to scoure the lifting of the 
blockede, Gn the fase of it, it would s>ocer that there ia no hops of the 
mijeot being Gealt with Grog diplantio circles caly, 

nrecomi to the case at 
it is Giained by Egyptim Goverrmmt © 


of the Are Leagie (Acem fnota) Cat b 
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violation of the moot olen r ry prinois Leu of Sintios ani self-defence, fa Os 
din taking the restrictive measures che jas “oris navigation in the Siena Canal | 
wes, in fact, etting on behalf of ail comtrics who are bound by a unafiisougs,, 
pesciution of the Arc> Leagie Council not to use their territory, valet oe 
highways in any vay which would enable Iaracl to realises ite ipers 
desicns, In exeomtion of this resolution Iraq Ceased its sil suppliz 
end méasures wore taken by Egypt to prevent tho passage of oll dest 

In the many oriticions of British and Americ ection in- 
to the Sues Cano] blockades it has been stated thet in the event of a 
Council resolution going against Eqyption interests, Areb ad licalce 


wuld ¢ease oil exportefran their producing areas, I a enden 


further information on this aspect at ay next interview with Rent P 


Goth the Sgyptians ami the Arab League clcis that tie question os 
to the Haiga refinery could be settled by the trancfer of the Heite’s 
to gone other ares, Syria having been nased, The Arabic paper "Al Ni 
thet the transfer of the refinery would only cost | 
becensé the Irnyi Goverment wuld take part in the 

Then the decision of the pecnrtty 0 
£% will go against Egypt, 1° is intended > call a’ 


Gounci] to om ider any 20..°on anh. oan D 
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Ministor 
ish dostroyors’ having 
rotect British shipoin 
itorforenco. Ho was aes 
ot steps the Egyptian Governmont wa 
zh sovereignty and rights The Foroign Minister 
passing of British Ships was NOW . "OFUIGSted by procodure 
Sgrood ‘upon by the British Amassador himsclf with a viow to 
“voiding a repetition OF the Empira incidont. 





DaraAidi..cuii OF 


es i AL ht) AL AL sd CAING, CAISeRRA, 


The Executive oF the World “uslim Conference nov sitting 

pasced 28 resolution condemning the tecurity Counc: i's demand 

aft the Suez shippivic ban on vessels for Israel. It described the mecur ty 
Goummeii's ection as unjust and Bresso ard snid that unless the weste 


f— = 


powers eeased conniving agnines !uslim (7) countries they wovld lose thie 
friendship of the Juslin world, 





MEMORANDUM Tor: 
jhe Secretery, 


Department of External Affairs, 
CANBERRA. A.O.T, 


Subj cct: The Suez Canal. 


Ne + write this Memorandum at 10 a.m. on 
Aucust 6th 1951 - within an hour of the closing of 
our bag for Australia. 


rf I learned this morning, that unofficial 
reports have reached the Israel Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs of private conversations Batic to be proceeding 
in New York and Cairo to see whether the Suez dispute 
ean be “settled out of court” - 4 orospect about which 
the Foreign Office is not at all. happy. However, 
their fears are, to sane extent, allayed by news that, 
in British guarters, an “out of court" settlement of 
this. dispute is unlikely end that 4 *presolution wili be 
presented formally to the Security Council so so00n 45 
the Americans have abandoned their reported current 
efforts to bring the parties together. The Foreign 
Office (Israel) information is that in London and at 
Lake Success, the British cid not, 4t. any time, share 
the American hope that Egypt coulda oe persuaded to raise 
or modify the blockade, I eather that these hopes; 
although faint, are not yet dead. 


; Tt is now believed here that wren the 
*resolution callings upon Ggynt to desist from further 
interference is formelly nresented, it will enjoy 
American support. 
hi. Sich news-agency reports have appeared 145 
the local press during the coast week am enclosed. 


* My talk 
Tnat the 
one drarted 
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British Harden Towards Esyat, 
More Interest in Israel 


By George Lichtheim, POST Correspondent 
LONDON, Tuesday.—A slight but perceptible hardening in 
the official attitude towards Egypt appears us the main 
lesson of yesterday's foreign affairs debate, in which Mr. 
Churchill and other Opposition speakers once again enor- 
getically trounced the Government for its weak handling of 
Middle Eastern problems, _— -- 

Aithough weak in tone and 
composition, Bir. Morrison's 
opcning speech did contain one 
or (wo noveltics: he castignied 
Egypt for the Suez Canal 
Blockade ‘more strongly than 
ever before and he devoted 
much more time than & custe- 
mary to relations with Isracl. 
Mr. Churchill ister fronically 
congratulated the Government 
on ‘having discovered that Is- 
rac] matters, a theme which 
waa rubbed in by subsequent 
speakers. 

Most of the debate natural- 
ily dealt with Egypt and 
Persian, and agrowing cleavire 
wes discernible between the 
wo sides as to the next step, 
if the present policy of prove 
ernmen: still benefits from the 
fast that moat of its suppoert- 
cry simply dd not understand 
the tsstics, There were, how- 
ever, one or two critical 
speeches from the backbenches 
not including Mr, Crossman's 
performance, which bewillder- 
ed the House and the ‘press 
gallery by its numerous con- 
teadictions, 


_Vepends on Persia 


The general Impression & 
thht if compromise can be 
reached in Persia, the Govern- 
ment will then try to adopt 
a Slightly tougher Une with 
Egvnt. The toughening, how- 
ever, wil] be most noticeable 
in relation to the Sudan, where 
there iy agreement: between 
the Cabinet and the Opposi- 
tlon that no retreat ls pos- 
sible, 

The only other reauit of re- 
cent events seems to be a sligh*- 
ly greater rendintas to pro- 
mote agreement between Is- 
fac! and Ha neighbours oF 
hastening the resettiement of 
Arab refugees. Bir. Atlorrison 
Mmankged to moike it seem ns 
though this was a question of 
Egypt and Isracl “making 
concessions’ to some undefined 
third standpoint, presumahly 
hls own. 

It was Jeft to Mr. Churchill 
to point out that all British 
plana in the Middle Feast have 
been Wrecked by Egyptian 
malevolende, 
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Britain Asks U.N. Actionif Egypt 


Refuses to Yield on Blockade 


Council Adjourns for Week 


FLUSHING MEADOW, Wednesday.—Tho Security Coun- 


cil adjourned this evening 
action on Eqyp!'s blockade 


for a week without iaking 
of the Suez Canal, The next 


session is scheduled for Tuesday. At the first session today 
fhe Council heard the British delegate, Sir Gladwyn Jebb. 
brand the blockade “an obuse of belligerent rights.” 


| He urged the Council to 


“exercise its undoubted au- 


thority” if the attitude of the Egypian Government ts not 

modified. Sir Gladwyn followed a second address by Fawzi 

Bey, the Egyptian delegate. At the evening session, Mr. 

A. Eban, Israel delegate, ete io Fawzi Bey. * 
ie 


Sir Gladwyn said that 
was chncournged to belleve 
that « modiflention toward 
the Soex blockade would be 
forthcoming, sand expressed 
the hope that the restrictions 
on Cana! traffic wtuld be lifted 
voluntarily, i 

Sir Gladwyrt told the Coun- 
cil that Eritain could not. nac- 
cept Fawzi Bey's legal argu- 
ment ond quoted Dr. Ralph 
Punche, General Riley and 
previous Security Council re- 
solutiong to the effect that 
the armistice agreements pro- 
hibited such «a “hostile ct’ 
as the Suez blockade. He sald 
Esypt had no right to claim 
self-defence as there were no 
hostiitiés and since she wae 
not even under the threat of 
attack. He recalled that In the 
Council Jast November he had 
emphasized that to SBritaln 
the Egyptian action interfered 
with the {freedom of Inter- 
national commerce in auch 
highly practical matters ns the 
reduction in operations of the 
Halfa off refincry and contri- 
buted to the tension and un- 
rest in the Middle East. 

He sald the importance of 


l Egypt's 


these factors had Inereased in 
the meantime and that the 
Councll should take action tf 
there Wig no other way. to 
settle the problem. 


Mahmoud Fawzi Sey, 
delegate, told the 
Counell that Israel's complaint 
was based on “calculated dis- 
tortion.” He blamed the ab- 
sence of peace in the Middl: 
East on the “unbounded hooli- 
gonism” of Israel.” 

Because of this, he snid, 
Egypt was foreed to prevent 
war materials from reaching 
Israc) as a2 matter “of solf- 
defence and self-preserva- 
tion.” He admitted “without 
hesiintion or embarrassment” 
that Egypt “applies to some 
ships, in rtlation to war ma- 
terials, a-system of visits ond 
inspection,” but “only a few 
ships” were delayed “for longer 
than a few minutes.” This 
wns because Egypt and Israol 
were still legally in a sinte 
of wor and this did not violate 
international law or the arm- 
istice agreements. 

Defending the E¢rptlan action, 
he noted that the West restricted 
shipments of strategic materials 
io the Soviet aphere of influence 
even though “there was and there 
ig no state of war.’ On. the other 
hand Egypt was “serlouly tn- 
dangered ty the “sinister pollty 
and intentions” of world political 
Tioniam.- “It is Israel who le thea 
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Council had 


blf-rightecu nteituod when 
the whdle world Bnew that ii 
woe Egypt whtel led the 
agninat Loracl, 
ind which was a “plonecr in 
post-war upgression, bearing 
the primary guilt. for the 
laughter, panic and misery in 
Poaleatine.” 

Mr. Eben sald Isracl woe 
not obliged’ to dbecuss with 
Egypt any matter except Suez 
shipping. He sald that the 
been presenbed 
with “a long list of unilateral 
complaints.... none of which 
had any juridical significance 
at this time.” 


He snld that the Miced 
Armistice Commisison = nover 
ordered Israel to evacuate Bir 
Kattar, There was only a pro- 
posal to withdraw milltery 
forees from there. Mr, Eban 
anid that Israe) carried out 
the request of Liert-Gen. 
William: Riley on Blr Hatter 
even before the matter came 
before the Security Council. 


Fawzi -Bey's statement Phat 
the annual maintenance of the 
Arab refugees would cost 
$1:000m. was the “most fan- 
tustle stutemen: uttered here” 
He said that U.N. relief agen- 
cies reported no more than 
5m. annually. Israel span: 
more than that in the In- 
guntcring of Jews from iraq 
and Yemen, Mr, Eban declar- 
ed. 

“While the Arab states ln- 
tii recently had no simbar 
responsibility for their kKins- 
men, I cannot fail to point 
cut that we do not under- 
stand the logic or the sent- 
ment whereby at first this 
nroblem was created by use 
of armed forces and: then their 
misery was exploited... that So 
far you have done so little to 
alleviate =f" 

He sala that if the Huleh projet 
lind not been Interrupted, Gn. 
eubie metres of walter would. here 
flown lo compenaite for the aeaaacn- 
ol dreacht and for mans negtect. 
Wr. Ebon said thatthe question of 
immigration io Leranl ae one on 

jurimt|e- 
rec, 

Hie sald thal (ne Mala them. of 
the Egvertian’s speech was sell. 
oremrvation, recalling that Faw 

hh oppage af ‘ships 
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U.S. Draws Up 
Sues Resolution 


By David Nussbaum, Special to the POST 
FLUSHING MEADOW, Thursday.—The U.S. today began 
taking a cue from Britain by commencing the drafting 
of ils own resolution for the Security Council on the Suez 

dispute, It will be a hard struggle for the Washington 
| drafters however, since the problem they have sot them- 
selves is to slap Egypt's eee 
wrists without antagonizing 
Egypt and the Arab world 
—no minor problem: 

This development Significs 
that Mr, Herber: Morrigon’s 
forthrigh, words on thé sup- 
ject the other day before the 
House of Commons willyprob- 
ably wind up where others 
have—in the: morgue of good 
intentions. U.S. sources say 
they definitely Intend to get 
co-sponsors, mcaning Britain 
and France, but past history 
is demonstrative of the fact 
that the U.S. view. and ap- 
prodich will prevail in the 
final draft. 

It is generally recognized in 
the Suez question that Egyp:, 
except for the nerits of tha 
rose, hos stronger. weapons 
than Jsraclswhich has nothing 
bui facts. Using . Tamillor 
blackmall tactics, Fawzi Bey 
ihas repeatedly threatencd ‘to 
lembarrass America with .her 
ictrategic cmbarga ag4 inst 
Fasern Europe and the, use 
lof the’ Marshall Plan te forre 
other states into the Same ac- 
tion: 


Real Solution 


t 


The Feal solution would be 
lfor the ‘Security Council flat- 
ly to order a halt of the block- 
lade, whith is the only thine 
\Egypt could not flout with 
limpunity. Lf it supported this, 
however, the U.S. would have 
la hard time justifying before 
Asians and others 4 contunua-~ 
Ition of the embargo acains’ 
Peking after the armistice in 
Koreg, which i: exactly what 
(Washington intends to do. 
Coupled with the eolcl Wir, 
the need for more nnd bigger 
military bases im the Arab 
lworld and more and bigger 
oll production in Iraq afc 
(Arabia, the Washington raso- 
ution, which may be suomi 


ted next week of possibly 


inter, 1s expected to be limit 


ied tj a view-with-marm ap 
praich..pluus a mili censure 
that Egypt can igpore 

The top oilmen behind U.S. 
policy, unlike the Weatern 
Europeans, are nof inleresi- 
ed in a resurgence of the 
‘Haifa refinery. Thelt main pur- 
pose is 8 prodigious effort is 
woo the Arabs for cold war 
purpores. The cheapes! way 
ito do this is by sacrificing the 
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Session. on Suez 
~~ Postponed 


FLUSHING MEADOW, Sa- 
turday INA). — Tho sche- 
duled $0snion of the Sectr- 
ity Council to continues con- 
sideration of Israel's com- 
‘plaint @gainst Egypt has 
ybeen postponed from Tues- 
aay 41] Thureday, The U.S. 
‘delegation was instrumental 
in effecting the postpono- 
nent and the decision was 
‘tuken by Mr. Warren Aus- 
din; current president of tho 
Council: 

eThe“dstensible reason for 
dhe sopsiponement, according 
fo 41.5, sources, was to allow 
“more time for the delegations’ 
congultations to see if Egypt 
nitltzde on the blockade. co ald 
(be modified. Ot hee ures 
believe, however, that ae ae 
ipy was calicd on 

the dificultics sit 
is finding in prepastnlt ae 
solniion which w rout. . ann 
the dispute without an Fs 
ing the Egyptians. joss. 


Compromise Possibility. ; 

Tt was niso fclt! pote cthat 
the delay tncant thataRe tom-, 
promise scheme sdvasend ins, 
formally last week abeoomes, 
a greater possibility fDhis.was 
ig” have the Br: illo. dele- 
rate, Dr. ct Carlos. Muni-, 
tea nei ic rar noha act _ 
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U:N. COUNCIL VOTING 
ON SUEZ DISPUTE, > 
Arabs Welcome India’s \. 

~ Decision To Abstain 


7 FLUSHING MEADOWS, Aug. 1%. . 
NDIA’'S announcement of abstention in the Security Coun-| 

| ‘cil voting on the Suez Cana! dispute apparently pleased | 
Arab delegates. | 


—— A member of the Exyptian dele- 
gation came up to Mr Dayal and 
shook his hands warmly. Miz Dayal 
tonk Mr B, MN. Rau's seat after Lie 
latter had left the chamber to keep 
a previous sppoloiment. 

Nine of the speakers today dealt 
with a point strongly raised by the 
Egyptian delegate, Mahmood Fawsl 
Bey, that Britain, the U.S.A. France 
and the Netherlands. belng “un- 
denlably” Interested Powers in ine 
dispute. must pot take part in the 
voting. 

Faw2! Bey quoted definitions af 
o “dispute” enunciated by the 
U.S.A. itself and said the *atiitnd os, 
statements and protests "of the four 
countries proved that they were 
interested partes. | 

“Until today.” he added. “the 
Netherlands has proveried fo the 
Egyptian Government three times, 
Britain ten times, the USA, 12 
times and France 22 times 
each of these protesis, the posiilon 
vene goequivecally taken that th 
complalning country wal 4 directly 
interested party which was ds- 
puting the right of Egypt 'o impose 
the remrictions in question.” 

Fewri Bey warned that adontios 
of the resolution would “add to the 
gteckolle of grievances and. dis- 
appointments which becloud *he 


SS be taht 

See Thursday's Beeurity Council | 

| prececdings on Pare f and special 
article by our Middle East corres- 
pondent on pace hi ] 


ee oe 
skies of Egypt anc the. other Arad 

countries and darken the horizon 

of the whole Middle East” 

A member of the U.S: delegation 
inter sald the Esyptian delegains 
anrument that Britain, France, 246 
USA. and the Netherlands could 
noi voile oo the resolution “at 
oot valid. He eaid slihough pro- 
iesis «otnight have Seen made to 
Bop. they bad cot been made to 
the Security Council 

Nationalist China, In announcin 
its abstention. ‘nok a position siml- 
lor to that of India Mr Hee sala} 
it was ~ yet to be proved” that ise 
mearurit adopted bF Eaevpt wert | 
in violation of international jew 
the Suet Canal Canvention and toe | 
armistice agreements — Armilstice | 
la the (iret step to peace but don 
act terminate the slats of war,” he 
said. 

“it is unreasonable to mippoie. 
he added, “that neutralization of 
the Suez Canal cancels every rignt 
of the territorial \Power "—P T L- 
Heuter 





